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ABSTRACT 
The principal at all instructional levels holds an awesome responsibility of ensuring that 
students receive the instruction that they need to be successful.  They are responsible for both the 
management of the building and their employees as well as the instruction that students receive.  
Interactions include working with students, teachers, parents and community members to create a 
positive school culture that promotes student success.   
Expectations for schools are great and are measured by school grade in the state of 
Florida.  School grades are determined by the performance of students on state assessments.  The 
components of the school grade are updated yearly.  With an ever-changing role, a principal 
induction program must be designed to meet these diverse needs.  Districts have a variety of 
ways in which they prepare their leaders for the demanding job of the principalship.   
This study is an evaluation of the principal induction program in Hillsborough County 
Public Schools.  This induction program includes both monthly professional learning experiences 
as well as principal coaching over a two-year period.  The study compares the effectiveness 
ratings of principals who completed the Induction Program to those of veteran principals who did 
not participate in the program to determine if there are performance gaps between the two groups 
in relation to the competencies expected to be developed in the course of study in the induction 
program.  These competencies are based on the Florida Principal Leadership Standards.   
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CHAPTER ONE: 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 
The role of the principal has evolved.  “The principal’s job has changed over the last 
decade, going from a role that revolved around ‘buses, boilers, and books’ to one that centers on 
promoting high-quality teaching and learning in classrooms” (Syed, 2014, p. 47).  For a long 
time, the role of the principals was simply to manage the building.  The principal was responsible 
for safety and facilities, and the teachers, coaches, and assistant principals were responsible for 
curriculum and instruction.  The principal would observe a teacher formally and provide an 
evaluation that was grounded mostly in teacher management of the classroom.  The observation 
focused on the behaviors of the teacher in maintaining an orderly learning environment, not on 
the impact of those behaviors on student learning.  Over time, the role has transformed into that 
of an instructional leader. 
As reported by Protheroe (2008), the National Association of Secondary School 
Principals conducts a survey every ten years to track the changing role of the principal.  “In 
1958, 17 percent of the respondents reported that they were ‘teaching principals’ who had to split 
their time between administrative duties and the classroom.  By 1988, only 1 percent of the 
respondents described their titles this way.  (The item was not included in the 1998 survey.)” (p. 
48).  Additionally, Alvoid and Black (2014) note, “The job of a modern-day principal has 
transformed into something that would be almost unrecognizable to the principals of the 1960’s, 
1970’s and 1980’s.  The concept of the principal as building manager has given way to a model 
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where the principal is an aspirational leader, a team builder, a coach, and an agent of visionary 
change” (p. 1).  
Initially, there were just one-room school houses where the principal was the primary 
teacher.  As time progressed, the demand for principals to be instructional leaders, as well as 
managers of the building, has become of great importance to advancing student achievement.  
“Educational researcher Robert Marzano has shown that 60 percent of the impact a school has on 
its students’ academic achievement is the direct result of efforts by the teachers and principals, 
and of that, 25 percent of the school’s academic achievement depends solely on the principal’s 
actions.  This means a single person can determine one-fourth of a school’s overall impact on 
students” (Perilla, 2014, p. 61).  Good leaders attract and retain good teachers.  They are able to 
develop systems that lead to increased student achievement.  Perilla further posits, “Principals 
with strong pedagogical skills can support teachers through instructional coaching, as teachers 
hone their practice.  Principals can also establish different protocols or learning communities 
within the school to foster collaboration with the teaching staff” (p. 63). 
There have been several historical movements that have resulted in the shift in focus and 
accountability for both teachers and principals.  In 1965, President Lyndon Johnson implemented 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).  This resulted in moving the funding for 
education from the local and state level to include Title I funds for schools most in need.  This 
was the first movement that established standards for improvements in preparation, 
compensation and accountability for teachers.  In January of 2002, No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB) mandated that testing and state standards be a condition for schools to receive funding 
from the government.  Each state was required to establish requirements for testing and 
accountability measures that included targets to lead all students to reach proficiency by 2014.  
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Funds were provided to recruit, retain and train both teachers and principals.  This created higher 
expectations overall, expectations that were higher than those in any other legislation thus far.  
During President Obama’s candidacy, the Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan developed the 
guidelines for Race to the Top, a federal competitive grant program.  To apply for these funds, 
states were required to submit plans that included standards, a plan for recruitment, retention and 
compensation for teachers and administrators, strategies for turnaround, and merit pay for 
teachers and administrators (Klein, 2015).   
Alvoid and Black’s report, The Changing Role of the Principal (2014), draws attention to 
the demands of instructional leadership.  They note:  
Principals must be able to manage the new demands; trainings in time-management 
strategies and structures that encourage strategic prioritization and delegation of 
administrative tasks will be of the upmost importance.  Furthermore, these new systems 
require principals to function not only as evaluators, but also as instructional coaches.  
Principals must have the requisite skills to function in the coaching role if reformed 
evaluation systems are to be successfully implemented. (p. 3)  
As an instructional leader, principals must know what effective teaching looks like in order to 
provide appropriate feedback to teachers.  They must have a strong knowledge of pedagogy and 
content knowledge to be equipped to coach teachers to improve their practice to increase student 
achievement.  In addition, “The principal must be able to coach, communicate and motivate 
teachers to change and improve their practice” (p. 7).  As a result of these changing expectations, 
the preparation and induction support that principals receive has had to evolve as well.   
The preservice preparation of principals has been criticized.  Phillips (2013) noted, “One 
common factor when critiquing preparation programs is that they focus primarily on 
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management and less on student learning outcomes, effective teaching practices, or curriculum” 
(p. 140).  The Institute for Educational Leadership (2000) further charged:  
Traditional principal preparation programs offered by colleges and universities are 
disconnected from the daily realities and needs of school.  Principal training seldom is 
anchored in hands-on leadership experience in real schools, where principals-in-training 
might learn valuable lessons in shaping instructional practice, sharing, and delegate 
authority, nurturing leadership ability among school faculty and staff, and exercising 
community and visionary leadership. (p. 9) 
Increasingly, school districts are developing their own principal induction programs 
which leverage district-level supports for new principals while they are engaged in the work.  
Many districts are moving to creating systems to grow their own leaders as a result of the need to 
focus on succession planning to have qualified applicants as vacancies arise.  In fact, “The 
literature calls for school systems to establish a ‘principal pipeline,’ responding to the urgency 
that school districts must actively grow leaders from within and prepare them for future 
leadership roles” (Trach, 2016, p. 9) 
District induction programs are being modified to be grounded in adult learning theory 
and job-embedded practices.  Research on adult learning points to the efficacy of adults learning 
from and with each other.  The additional benefit of having a support group in pursuit of learning 
adds power to the notion of this model (Merriam & Caffarella, 1991).  Districts are also moving 
away from an institutionalized preparation program to make learning more applicable to the 
work.  Lauder (2000) observed, “In general, the practice has become one of moving a cohort 
through a common set of experiences with regularly scheduled opportunities to learn from and 
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with other members of the group (compared to the traditional model of individuals registering for 
isolated courses)” (p. 25).   
The notion of job-embedded prescriptive support brings the focus of learning to the needs 
of the principal while providing the opportunity for new principals to collaborate around their 
practice in order to share ideas and problem solve.  This coupled with individualized coaching 
support provides a balanced wrap around support plan for new principals.  According to Bloom, 
Castagna, Moir, and Warren (2005), coaching is “the practice of providing deliberate support to 
another individual to help him/her to clarify and/or achieve goals” (p. 5). Unlike mentoring, 
coaches are usually from outside the organization.  This allows the relationship to stay safe and 
trust to be built over time.  “A coach…provides continuing support that is safe and confidential 
and has as its goal the nurturing of significate personal, professional and institutional growth 
through a process that unfolds over time.  A coach brings an outside perspective and has no stake 
in the status quo in an organization” (p. 10). 
Background of the Study 
Collaboration between Hillsborough County Public Schools (HCPS) and the Wallace 
Foundation began in August, 2011, when the district received grant funds to focus their work on 
building leadership capacity to increase student achievement.  “The foundation awarded grants to 
districts in which it saw evidence that components of the initiative were already in place, 
expecting that the grant funds would enable the districts to improve and expand on these existing 
practices” (Turnbull, Riley, Arcaira, Anderson, & MacFarlane, 2013, p. 2).  In addition to 
Hillsborough County, Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools in North Carolina, Denver Public Schools 
in Colorado, Gwinnett County Public Schools in Georgia, New York City Department of 
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Education in New York, and Prince George’s County Public Schools in Maryland all received 
grant funds for the same purpose.   
The grant evaluation period began in November 2011 and ended in April 2018.  In 2013, 
external evaluators reviewed the implementation of partnerships with preservice and in-service 
providers.  In 2015, the system for the evaluation of the principals’ performance was reviewed.  
The overall implementation structures and policies in place, along with results observed and 
factors supporting or impeding the pipeline, were evaluated in 2014 and 2016.  The final 
evaluation to measure the effects of the principals in the pipeline on student achievement was 
conducted by the Wallace Foundation. 
As part of the grant, the following elements were required to be included in the district’s 
leadership program:  
1. Leader standards. Districts and training programs adopt clear standards for principals 
based on the effective leadership characteristics that research has identified.  They then 
ensure that principal training, district hiring requirements, evaluations of principal 
performance, and professional development adhere to these standards.  The standards 
address expectations for the principal’s role in setting high standards for all students, 
developing a rigorous curriculum, supervising quality instruction, creating a culture of 
learning and professional behavior, connecting with the community outside the school, 
and ensuring that all school personnel are held accountable for their performance. 
Effective principals work with teachers, parents and others to plan, implement, support, 
advocate, communicate and monitor efforts to improve teaching and learning.  
2. High-quality training. University or other principal training programs recruit and select 
only the aspiring leaders with the desire and potential to become effective principals in 
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local schools.  Their selective admissions requirements are based on the district’s 
leadership standards and what is known through research about important traits of 
effective school leadership.  Training is expected to be based on the district’s leadership 
standards and offer research-based content, problem-based pedagogy, a “cohort” model 
(that is, a group of students progressing through the program together), and clinical 
practice.  Each program is frequently assessed by the Wallace Foundation, and districts, 
along with their training partners, collaborate and provide feedback to one another.  
3. Selective hiring. Districts develop a rigorous selection process for filling principal and 
assistant principal positions with the most qualified applicants.  Districts give hiring 
preference to graduates of strong training programs, and they place them in schools based 
on the best fit and match between the candidate and the available vacancies.  
4. On-the-job evaluation and support. The district conducts principal performance 
evaluations that assess the degree to which a new principal is developing the qualities tied 
to improving teaching and student achievement.   
Districts follow up their principal evaluations with constructive feedback to help 
the principals understand their strengths, weaknesses, and what is needed to improve.  
The evaluation’s findings then determine what sort of professional development novice 
principals get. Novice principals and assistant principals with the potential to become 
principals participate in professional development that centers on strengthening their 
ability to improve instruction.  Ideally, professional development includes strong 
mentoring by an experienced former or current principal.  The initiative’s theory of 
change holds that when an urban district and its principal training programs provide 
many talented aspiring principals with training, evaluation, and support following these 
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specifications, the result will be a pipeline of principals able to improve teaching quality 
and student achievement. (Turnbull et al., 2013, pp. 2-4) 
In Hillsborough, the district’s Principal Pipeline includes a 6-month program called 
Future Leaders Academy where recent graduates from a Master’s Program in Educational 
Leadership receive district-provided training to prepare them for the Assistant Principal position.  
Once hired, each new Assistant Principal is automatically enrolled in the Assistant Principal 
Induction Program for their first two years.  This program provides a menu of leadership 
trainings that are presented by current Principals and Assistant Principals in the district.  After 
three successful years as an Assistant Principal, individuals can then apply for the Preparing New 
Principals program.  This two-year program provides aspiring principals with the skills needed to 
be successful in the role of the principal.  Upon completion of the Preparing New Principal 
Program, Assistant Principals can apply for a principal position.   
The final path in the pipeline is the Principal Induction Program.  Every newly appointed 
principal participates in this program for the first two years.  This includes a menu of leadership 
courses that they attend with their cohort.  Courses are focused on five Core Competencies:  
Achievement Focus and Results Orientation, Instructional Expertise, Managing and Developing 
People, Culture and Relationship Building, and Problem Solving and Strategic Change 
Management.  Each of these competencies is further developed into 26 elements that are each 
rated as requires action (the lowest rating), progressing, accomplished, or exemplary (the highest 
rating).  The new leaders also engage in a new principal institute that covers entry, planning and 
transitioning into the position.  They attend 11 additional full day sessions monthly presented by 
veteran principals who graduated from the program and principal coaches.   
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More individualized support comes from ongoing coaching sessions with trained, 
experienced principal coaches.  The principal coach is a highly effective peer that meets with the 
new leader on a weekly basis for the first year and every other week in year two.  The focus of 
each coaching session is individualized to the needs of the principal as aligned to the principal 
competencies, and the coach is available as a thought partner or facilitator of learning for the 
principal.  
After the two-year principal induction program, principals attend a graduation ceremony, 
and coaching typically ends.  The area superintendents are then encouraged to take on the role of 
coach, in addition to evaluating the principal’s practice.  Wallace districts report that the area 
superintendents are expected to coach and evaluate all principals (e.g., see Wallace source). 
Statement of the Problem 
Having an induction process or program for new principals is needed for them to feel 
supported during their first two years in the position.  “Statistics show that the lack of an 
induction program has dire consequences that undo the skillful preparation of the principal 
certification programs and the best mentoring efforts, which leads to routine, costly, and 
academically damaging principal churn” (Trach, 2016, p. 10). 
The purpose of the partnership with the Wallace Foundation was to create a sustainable 
pipeline for principal induction.  Wallace took a careful look at the pipeline implementation 
process each year, as shown in Figure 1.  
In Hillsborough County, induction is anticipated to increase the likelihood of retaining 
administrators who are considered as effective or highly effective based upon the HCPS 
Principal Competency Rubric scale.  Neither veteran principals nor the Area Superintendents 
have participated in the induction program, so there can easily be a disconnect from what is 
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Figure 1. Principal pipeline implementation process. 
 
taught in the program to what is expected by the Area Superintendents and the current Area 
Leadership Coaches who work collaboratively with the Area Leadership Team to both evaluate 
and train the principals in each area.  The district has not examined this potential gap. 
Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of this study is to evaluate the HCPS Principal Induction Program by 
comparing the effectiveness ratings of principals who completed the Induction Program to those 
of veteran principals who did not participate in the program to determine if there are 
performance gaps between the two groups in relation to the competencies expected to be 
developed in the course of study in the induction program.  As all principals are evaluated with 
the same rubric, the study should also show if there is a difference in the performance ratings 
themselves for Principals who completed the Principal Induction Program and for those who did 
not.  This would provide insight for the district in planning professional learning experiences for 
principals in each category to address the competencies in which principals are rated.  The study 
may also provide insight into any ‘expectation gap’ that may exist in veteran principals or the 
Area Superintendents who did not participate in the induction program.    
  
District parnterships for 
preservice and inservice in      
year 2
Structures and 
policies put in 
place, results 
observed, and 
what has helped or 
hindered progress 
in year 3
Principal 
evaluation 
systems in   
year 4
Structures and 
polices, results 
observed and what 
had helped or 
hindered progress 
identified in year 5
In 2018 final evalution to 
include school outcomes, 
student achievement 
and how it relates to 
principal participation in 
the major components of 
the  pipeline initiative. 
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Research Questions 
1. How are the supports provided to first and second year principals through the 
Principal Induction Program impacting the perceived effectiveness of leaders in 
HCPS as indicated by their ratings on the Principal Competency Rubric?   
2. How do the ratings of new principals who completed the Principal Induction Program 
compare to the ratings of veteran principals who did not participate in the program? 
3. What gaps in the content presented in the Principal Induction Program are revealed 
through new principal ratings on the Principal Competency Rubric? 
Importance of the Study 
According to the National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) and the 
National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP), “Leadership is second only to 
classroom instruction among all school-related factors that contribute to what students learn at 
school” (2013, p. 3).  As a result, districts need to ensure that the supports provided to principals 
are of equal or greater quality than the supports provided to teachers.   
HCPS has been part of a group of schools involved with the Wallace Foundation in 
developing a Leadership Pipeline of support to ensure quality leadership is defined, quality 
leaders are identified, and then these leaders are trained in the essential components needed to do 
the job.  It all begins with the job description - the end goal of what high-quality school leaders 
would do and what characteristics they must have.  According to John Youngquist, director of 
principal talent development in Denver and a former high school principal, “Standards for 
principal are the foundation on which everything else rests.  Ideally, standards reflect district 
needs and underpin what’s taught to those enrolled in principal training programs, what’s looked 
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for in job candidates, and what’s assessed in on-the-job performance evaluations” (Mendels, 
2012, p. 5). 
As a district, HCPS has been investing a great deal of resources into the Leadership 
Pipeline program; it is important to know the effect of the work.  One might assume that the 
program is making a positive difference in the work of new principals, and the hope is that this 
work is sustainable after the leader graduates from the program.  The study seeks to find 
evidence to support the answer to this assumption. 
On a broader scale, the study might inform other districts engaged in similar work 
nationally. 
Conceptual Framework 
The study is informed by perspectives from the Wallace Foundation’s research on 
principal preparation, induction and development (see Figure 2).  
 
 
Figure 2. Conceptual framework of leadership development. 
Research has shown that the role of the principal has changed over time.  As a result, 
preparation for the new responsibilities of the principal’s role should adjust to meet the 
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demanding focus on student achievement.  For the purpose of this study, principal preparation is 
focused on what happens at the university level to prepare leaders for the role of the 
principalship prior to appointment in the position.  Principal induction occurs once the principal 
has been appointed to the position.  It includes the supports that are provided by the school 
district.  This can include professional development, coaching, and mentoring in isolation or as a 
combination of interventions.  Career development includes the ongoing professional and 
leadership development that occurs through advanced training, performance evaluation, 
coaching, and mentoring over the course of a seated principal’s career in the principalship.   This 
study focuses on the principal induction portion of leadership development.  
Research Design 
This is a program evaluation of Hillsborough County Public Schools Principal Induction 
Program, using an ex post facto quasi-experimental design and descriptive statistics.  According 
to Carol Weiss as cited by Vuyisile (2013), the purpose of an evaluation is to measure the effects 
of a program against the goals it is set to accomplish.  The information gathered from the 
evaluation should be used to improve future programs (p. 323).  In a quasi-experimental design, 
control and experimental groups are used, but group members are not randomly assigned 
(Creswell, 2014).  Two groups are used in this study:  veteran principals who did not participate 
in the principal induction program, and newly appointed principals who completed the principal 
induction program.  As the study is being conducted after-the-fact without interference from the 
researcher, this is also an ex post facto study (Silva, 2010).   
Performance evaluation results from current principals were gathered and sorted into the 
two groups: veteran principals who did not participate in the principal induction program, and 
newly appointed principals who completed the principal induction program.  Evaluation results 
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were de-identified by district personnel who released the data to the researcher.  Individuals’ 
names were replaced with numeric identification numbers, so that the researcher did not know 
individual identities.   
The evaluation system consists of three broad domains; Instructional Leadership, Human 
Capital Management, Organizational/Systems Leadership.  Within each of the domains are five 
competencies with between seven and twelve elements for a total of twenty-six.  The evaluator 
rates the principal for each element with a rating of requires action, progressing, accomplished or 
exemplary.  Those ratings are given numerical values to create a total evaluation written score.  
The written score is combined with the VAM score, or value-added model, to establish an 
overall final effectiveness score.  These scores are ranked and cut scores are created that classify 
principals as Highly Effective, Effective, Needs Improvement or Unsatisfactory. These cut 
scores change each year based upon the distribution of evaluation scores.  Evaluation scores are 
provided in the fall of the following school year once all student state assessment data are 
collected, analyzed and assessed for both proficiency and growth using the value-added model 
calculations created by the district.   
Principal Induction Program 
New principals are part of the principal induction program for two years starting 
immediately once they are appointed to the position.  The induction process begins with an 
onboarding session between the new principal, outgoing principal and the principal coach.  
Additional participants may include a representative from Human Resources and the Area 
Superintendent.  The meeting is designed to provide the outgoing principal the opportunity to 
update the incoming principal on the status of all aspects of the school.   
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Table 1.  
Principal Induction Program Year 1 Course Outline 
Session 
Number 
Session Title Rubric Domain Alignment Rubric Competency Alignment 
Session 1 Entry and 
transition 
Instructional Leadership Achievement Focus and Results Orientation 
Session 2 Feedback and 
Supervision 
 Instructional Leadership 
 Human Capital 
Management 
 Achievement Focus and Results 
Orientation 
 Instructional Expertise 
 Managing and Developing People 
Session 3 Culture and 
Climate 
Organizational/System 
Leadership 
 Culture and Relationship Building 
 Problem-Solving and Strategic Change 
Management 
Session 4 Making Meetings 
Work 
Organizational/System 
Leadership 
 Culture and Relationship Building 
 Problem-Solving and Strategic Change 
Management 
Session 5 Collaborative 
Work 
Human Capital Management 
Organizational /System 
Leadership 
 Managing and Developing People 
 Culture and Relationship Building 
 Problem-Solving and Strategic Change 
Management 
Session 6 Vision and Talent Instructional Leadership Achievement Focus and Results Orientation 
 
The two-year principal induction program consists of both professional development 
courses and coaching.  The courses were designed to support the development of principal 
performance around the fives competencies of the rubric.  Coaching is personalized to meet the 
individual needs of each principal. As part to the program evaluation, the principal performance 
ratings for each element were compared against the course offerings that are part of the principal 
induction program.  Tables 1 and 2 show the course offerings and connections to the 
performance evaluation competencies of the Principal Evaluation Rubric.   
Course offerings for year one focus on the components that principals need to establish 
systems within a school along with a clear vision and a student-centered learning culture focused 
on the principal’s vision for the school. 
Year two content builds upon year one with additional elements for hiring high quality 
candidates, improving teacher practice, and a focus on equity. 
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Table 2.  
Principal Induction Program Year 2 Course Outline 
Session 
number 
Session Title Rubric Domain Alignment Rubric Competency 
Alignment 
Session 1 Systems of Support Human Capital Management 
Organizational /System 
Leadership 
 Managing and 
Developing People 
 Culture and Relationship 
Building 
 Problem-Solving and 
Strategic Change 
Management 
Session 2 Instructional Expertise Instructional Leadership  Achievement Focus and 
Results Orientation 
 Instructional Expertise 
Session 3 Hiring  Instructional Leadership 
 Human Capital 
Management 
 Achievement Focus and 
Results Orientation 
 Instructional Expertise 
 Managing and 
Developing People 
Session 4 Equity Instructional Leadership Achievement Focus and 
Results Orientation 
Session 5 Grit   Instructional Leadership 
 Organizational /System 
Leadership 
 Achievement Focus and 
Results Orientation 
 Problem-Solving and 
Strategic Change 
Management 
 
Session 6 Final Reflection and Evaluation Organizational /System 
Leadership 
Problem-Solving and 
Strategic Change 
Management 
 
 
Principal performance ratings of those who completed the Principal Induction Program 
were compared to veteran principals who did not complete the Induction program. The findings 
of this study will be shared with district leadership of the Hillsborough County Public Schools to 
further support their work in refining the principal pipeline and principal induction framework. 
Definitions of Key Terms 
Coaching:  “Coaching is unlocking people’s potential to maximize their own 
performance. [Bold in original] It is helping them to learn rather than teaching them” 
(Whitmore, 2017, pp. 12-13). 
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Effective Principal:  According to the Wallace Foundation (Mendels, 2012, p. 55), an 
effective principal: (1) shapes a vision of academic success for all students; (2) creates a climate 
that promotes safety, a cooperative spirit, and fruitful interactions; (3) cultivates leadership in 
other; (4) improves instruction to enable teachers to teach and students to learn at their best; and 
(5) manages people, data and processes to foster school improvement. 
Principal Pipeline:  According to the National Conference of State Legislatures (Shelton, 
2012), a ‘pipeline’ is “a strategy in place at the district or state level to identify, prepare, evaluate 
and support a pool of talented leaders” (p. 2).   
Principal Induction:  According to the Wallace Foundation, “new principals participate in 
the district’s two-year Principal Induction Program, which include weekly coaching for first-year 
principals, a summer institute, 10 half-day sessions, and required courses” (Turnbull et al., 2013, 
p. 38). 
Principal Preparation:  “Principals’ preservice training includes but is not limited to the 
formal preparation, often university based, that the state requires for certification to serve as a 
principal” (Turnbull et al., 2013, p. 15). 
Role of the Principal:  According to Lunenberg (2010), the principal’s role is to create 
collaboration among teachers focused on student performance.  They must create structures that 
create the conditions for individual and group learning, and they must build teacher teams that 
spend their time reflecting on teacher practice and the impact on student learning.   
Assumptions 
A primary assumption underlying this study is that the principals who completed the 
Principal Induction Program should show greater effectiveness as measured by the Principal 
Performance Ratings than those who are veteran principals but did not complete the program.  A 
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second assumption is that the ratings as assigned by the principal’s evaluators are accurate and 
based on accurate interpretations of the competencies on which the evaluation rubric is based.  
Delimitations 
The focus of the study is on principals who completed the HCPS Principal Induction 
Program and who have been in their position for three years or more.  The study does not include 
principals who have been in the position for less than two years as they would not have 
completed the program but may be currently enrolled in the program.  As a result, the study does 
not include all of the principals in Hillsborough County.  Also, there may be some leaders who 
completed the pipeline but were in principal positions in the 206-2017 school year; they may be 
in district positions or have left the district.  The study does not include principals not currently 
in principal positions.  
Limitations 
A limitation of this study is that the performance rating rubric is completed by eight 
different Area Superintendents.  Although these administrators are calibrated on the use of the 
rubric, there is an element of subjectivity in regard to using the rubric with fidelity.  This can 
impact the data as it may skew the results depending on the number of principals who fall into 
each category of new or veteran and in what superintendent area they fall.  Another limitation 
may be variability in the various trainings provided in the induction program, depending on who 
presented the courses.  Similarly, effectiveness of the principal coaches that were assigned to 
each new leader may be affected by training they received.  In addition, some principals changed 
principal coaches during their time in the program which may have an impact on the continuity 
of their progress.   
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Chapter Summary 
In this chapter, the focus of the study was presented as a program evaluation of the 
Hillsborough County Public Schools Principal Induction Program.  The Principal Induction 
Program is part of the Principal Pipeline that was funded through a grant from the Wallace 
Foundation.  The grant included an interim evaluation of the program and the hiring practices.  
Additionally, the principal evaluation process was refined and is part of the grant evaluation.   
This evaluation includes an analysis of the course of study for first and second year principals.  
As not all of the principals in Hillsborough County were part of the Pipeline, the study compares 
the effectiveness of principals who are part of the Pipeline to veteran principals who did not 
participate in the Pipeline.  The results of the study may provide insight for the district into 
changes or enhancements needed in the course of study in the induction program.  The results 
may also provide insight into professional development for veteran principals to increase their 
effectiveness as measured by the HCPS Principal Performance Rubric. 
Chapter 2 presents the literature as it relates to this study.   
Chapter 3 presents the methods used for the evaluation design and the rationale for their 
appropriateness for the study.   
Chapter 4 presents the history of the principalship, principal induction program and the 
role of the researcher in this program.   
Chapter 5 presents the findings in relation to each research question.   
Chapter 6 presents the conclusions drawn from the findings, implications and 
recommendations for further research and evaluation.   
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CHAPTER TWO: 
 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
 
In order to prepare principals to be effective leaders in today’s schools, districts must 
design a principal preparation program to support the various needs of its leaders so they can 
lead the work in schools successfully.  According to Terziu, Hasani, and Osmani (2016), “The 
principals as school leaders should initiate changes and plan school development with the aim of 
preparing students for carrying out difficult tasks in knowledge-based society” (p. 104).   
Reilly (1984) identified three key elements of a principal’s functioning:  Program 
Planning and Development, Program Implementation, and Improvement and Evaluating Program 
Effectiveness (Figure 3).  Together, these elements emphasize the need for school leaders to have  
 
Figure 3. Key elements in principal’s functioning. Adapted from Reilly (1984, p. 244). 
Program 
Planning and 
Development
Program 
Implementation
Evaluating 
Program 
Effectiveness
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an achievement-oriented focus by creating a calm school environment with high aspirations for 
faculty and staff.  The principal then is responsible for developing instructional goals for the 
school and for creating a means for evaluating the goals in a continuous cycle. 
This chapter presents a review of literature in relation to essential considerations when 
creating a system of support for leaders who will be presented with the challenge of being 
autonomous in creating a system of teacher support at their school sites when they have 
traditionally relied on directives from their leaders.  What happens when new principals take on 
this role?  What supports provided by the district, will produce the most effective leaders?        
Moving away from a centralized leadership model to a more individualized approach that 
is determined at the school site is intended to bring ownership of responsibility where it belongs, 
in the school house.  “The principal is a designer of environments conducive to learning and a 
program planner, implementer and evaluator” (Reilly, 1984, p. 242).  This creates a higher level 
of accountability in the role of the principal who is no longer able to assign blame at the district 
level when the on-site administrator is now in more control of the direction that the school is 
taking.  With that in mind, school leaders will need support that is different from what has been 
traditionally provided in order to create systems of progress monitoring and a shared decision-
making process that will result in higher student achievement and a positive school culture where 
teachers stay and success is sustainable.   
This review of relevant literature is organized into four sections: role of the principal, 
principal preparation, principal induction, and evaluation of principal induction programs.  
Role of the Principal 
 
The role of the principal has changed drastically over the years. “In the public mind, 
principals were often thought of as mere school-building managers, individuals who were more 
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interested in wielding power and enforcing compliance than in the loftier concerns of teaching 
and learning” (Alvoid & Black, Jr., 2014, p. 1).  With increased accountability and a focus on 
school grades, the leaders must shift their focus from that of building manager to instructional 
leader.  This new role would be unrecognizable to leaders from early years. “Anxieties regarding 
school underperformance in an increasingly competitive global economic environment have 
brought political pressure to raise educational standards in the past two decades school principals 
have had to come to terms with increased expectations, performance management and increasing 
public accountabilities” (Cowie & Crawford, 2007, p. 131). With the implementation of 
initiatives such as Race to the Top and No Child Left Behind, the focus on continous feedback to 
teachers through observations and evaluations has led to the need to devleop this skillset in 
principals.  As Alvoid and Black (2014) noted, “New teacher- and principal-appraisal systems 
are contributing to the principal’s changing landscape.  These changes have rightly put student 
performance at the forefront, and principals are being asked to develop new competencies largely 
centered around data, curriculum, pedagogy, and human capital development in order to meet the 
new expectations” (p. 1). 
When engaging in the change process, one vital part is to be mindful that everyone enters 
at a different level of understanding or proficiency.  This is true for school leaders as well.  “In a 
new era of accountability, where school leaders are expected to demonstrate bottom-line results 
and use data to drive decisions, the skill and knowledge of principals matter more than ever” 
(Hess & Kelly, 2007, p. 1).  Knowing that the same system has been used for sometimes decades 
in an organization, it is possible that some early work needs to happen to establish a clear 
understanding of what is possible and what quality looks like. “Facing new roles and heightened 
expectations, principals require new forms of training and university preparation programs are 
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coming under increased scrutiny.  In particular, the demand that principals have a positive impact 
on student achievement challenges traditional assumptions, practices, and structures in leadership 
preparation programs” (Lashway, 2003, p. 2).  Principals need targeted support in systems 
development to create a community that is collectively bought into the idea of improvement of 
teaching and learning. 
Creating a compelling vision is a vital part of impacting change in any organization and 
guides the decisions that are made by the members of the organization. “Vision is a destination-a 
fixed point to which we focus all our effort.  Strategy is a route-an adaptable path to get us where 
we want to go” (Sinek, 2011, p. 50).  This is especially important in schools because policies 
have been created in our educational system to promote competition instead of interdependence 
(Townsend, 2015).  A vision of collective responsibility for student achievement is essential for 
school improvement.  
Principal Preparation 
According to Lashway (2003), when looking at the effectiveness of principal preparation 
programs, there is little evidence beyond perceptions to measure how well universities are 
preparing school principals for the challenging role.  “At this point, most of the debate over 
principal preparation programs is based on relatively small-scale case studies and surveys, 
supplemented by professional judgement about best practices” (pp.2-3).   
In a study conducted by Hess and Kelly (2007), 56 programs were surveyed for a total of 
2,424 course weeks.  Of the course weeks analyzed only 2% focused on accountability, and 
fewer than 5% addressed school improvement management and monitoring of data.  There were 
360 weeks dedicated to human resources.  Hess and Kelly “believe that effective principal 
preparation ought to include considerable attention to accountability, managing with data, and 
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utilizing research; to hiring, recruiting, evaluating, and terminating personnel; to overseeing an 
effective instructional program; and to exposing candidates to diverse views regarding 
educational and organizational management” (p. 3). Hess and Kelly also suggest that there are 
seven main areas that should be given attention when preparing new principals for the 
demanding role: managing for results, managing personnel, technical knowledge, external 
leadership, norms and values, managing classroom instruction and leadership and school culture 
(p. 4).  Each of these elements support the focus on instructional leadership and not just 
management of a school.  “The breadth of the job has left many principals feeling like the work 
is unmanageable, and this perception is causing attrition within the ranks of school leadership 
and discouraging capable teachers from aspiring to become leaders” (Alvoid & Black, Jr., 2014, 
p. 8). 
It takes great organization, communication and planning to meet the expectations.  
“Principals must be able to manage the new demands; training in time-management strategies 
and structures that encourage strategic prioritization and delegation of administrative tasks will 
be of the utmost importance.  Furthermore, these new systems require principals to function not 
only as evaluators but also as instructional coaches” (Alvoid & Black,Jr., 2014, p. 3).  Content 
knowledge and pedegogy are essential to a principal’s succes.   
Principal Induction 
Principal induction is the system of support provided to new principals in their first few 
years on the job.  “Statistics show that the lack of an induction program has dire consequences 
that undo the skillful preparation of principal certification programs and the best mentoring 
efforts, which leads to routine, costly and academically damaging principal churn” (Trach, 2016, 
p. 10).  A study conducted by Wright, Siegrist, Pate, Monetti, and Raiford (2009) found that 
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there is a need for an induction program for new principals, but it does not need to be 
individualized by academic level. It should focus on the needs of the principals and include the 
creation of a professional growth plan and collegial observations. 
Induction Leads to Principal Retention 
“A 2008 NAESP survey reports that principals in the second and third year of the 
profession lead in isolation without supports” (Trach, 2016, p. 11).  Research has shown that 
when new principals do not receive adequate support through a high-quality induction program 
in their first three years, they have a fifty percent chance of resigning (Trach, 2016). 
Lashway (2003) observed,  
 Like teacher training, leadership preparation has traditionally been front-loaded, with an 
intensive period of formal preparation and certification followed by informal, self-guided, 
and sporadic professional development.  Increasingly, however a practitioners and 
policymakers are recognizing the need to provide a seamless continuum of professional 
training throughout the leader’s career.  After years of neglect, professional developers 
are zeroing in on the critical induction period in which the principal’s career choice is 
either validated or undermined. (p. 4).  
Universities cannot be the only ones responsible for the development of strong school 
leaders.  “In the new reform environment, independent action by universities is not the only 
pathway to transforming leadership preparation.  States hold considerable influence through 
licensure and accreditation requirements, and districts can apply leverage through collaboration 
with university programs” (Lashway, 2003, p. 5).  Districts, including Hillsborough County, are 
finding ways to develop a strong system to both support and sustain principals in this new role. 
Lashway stated, “School districts can support leadership development in a variety of ways.  
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Districts can work with university programs to identify promising candidates, host meaningful 
internship experiences, and provide advice on program content and delivery” (p. 5). Lashway 
further notes that “[principal preparation] programs should work collaboratively with 
practitioners to identify and ‘tap’ strong candidates.  Mentoring, aspiring principal academies, 
and formal nominations by principals and superintendents are some strategies being used.” (p. 4.) 
One of the key elements when developing professional development opportunities is to 
understand the Standards for Professional Development.  They call for professional development 
to be ongoing, embedded, connected to practice, aligned to school and district goals, and 
collaborative.  Leaders are tasked with creating teacher agency, an environment where teachers 
engage in professional community focused on their growth and the growth of their colleagues   
(Calvert, 2016).  No leader wants teachers to have a poor taste about any learning experience, 
thinking that it was a waste of time and lacking connection to instructional practice.  Support 
needs to be provided to school administrators to increase their knowledge and skills in designing 
quality professional development systems at their site.  Leaders in this type of system need to be 
coaches, cheerleaders, friends, parents, role models, teacher and disciplinarians when guiding the 
training (Burke, 2013).  It takes a proactive leadership approach to make teacher learning 
successful-a model that is not always taught in preparatory programs.  “Principals themselves are 
among the first to agree that they need to be more effectively prepared for their jobs.  All but 4 
percent of practicing principals report that on-the-job experiences or guidance from colleagues 
has been more helpful in preparing them for their current position than their graduate school 
studies” (Hess & Kelly, 2007, p. 3) 
One example of this training is the Florida Turnaround Leaders Program.  This program 
was funded by the Department of Education’s Race to the Top initiative.  It was implemented in 
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the spring of 2012 with 118 prospective leaders in turnaround schools which included both 
public and charter schools.  According to Duke (2014), there is a great need to identify the 
components of support that will directly result in strong school leadership in turn around schools. 
Since the needs in these schools are so high, the approach must be different.  While most schools 
that fall in this category have similar needs, there are also some unique problems that leaders 
must be aware of when making decisions to support the needs of the teachers which will result in 
success for the students.  Time is of the essence as the need for change is urgent as the stakes are 
high for the students especially those in high needs schools.   
The cause for low performance according to Duke, is most likely impacted by school 
personnel which supports the need to provide professional development designed to support the 
uniqueness at low performing sites as well as the need to increase the knowledge and skills of 
teachers to raise student achievement.  The Florida Turnaround Leaders Program training 
focused on 10 foundational skill sets, which included promoting effective teaching and learning 
and implementing organizational change and professional development.  One strategy included 
using teachers as role models for the training of other teaches so they may learn from the experts 
in the same field.  Another strategy focused on the use of lesson studies which is a current 
practice in Hillsborough County schools. 
Reflective inquiry is another approach to professional development for principals.  It is 
synonymous with action research.  Participants engage in reflective thinking which allows them 
to see various points of view related to their practice.  Like the Florida Turnaround Leaders 
Program, leaders share ideas across schools and seek common goals to create a central focus for 
their research.  Just as classroom teachers would benefit from visiting each other’s classrooms to 
learn effective practices and to critique their instruction, principals would benefit from the same 
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exchange with other leaders.  This, along with consistent coaching provides real time support 
that is relevant to the learning needs and interests of the principal.   Fichtman Dana, Tricarico, & 
Quinn (2009) found that reflective inquiry provides a systematic and intentional approach to 
professional development.  This is contrary to traditional forms of training in school districts 
where typically random topics that are convenient or new trends across the district or the nation 
are the focus, even if they may not directly relate to the current needs of the principal or every 
school in the nation.  Fichtman Dana et al. suggests that once principals are equipped to critically 
examine their practice, they are better suited to guide teachers to doing the same with their 
practice.  
A recent study conducted by the American Institute for Research (Le Floch, Garcia, & 
Barbour, 2016) found that adults in schools have the greatest impact on achievement in schools, 
particularly low-performing schools.  One of the key reasons to support the role of the principal 
is that principals influence teacher working conditions.  When a positive, professional 
environment is created, teachers increase their ownership of their work and the collective success 
of the school as a whole.  According to Trach (2016), “Principals experience the greatest long-
term success with strategic, real-time, and meaningful support that is structured from the aspiring 
principal stage through to experienced principal levels” (p. 11). 
Evaluating Principal Induction Programs 
          One of the components of many principal induction programs is executive coaching.  
Osatuke, Yanovsky, & Ramsel (2017) observed, “At this time, however, systematic evidence to 
objectively support the benefit of executive coaching is lacking or inconclusive” (p. 172).  There 
is little research available.  The authors further stated, “Because the process of executive 
coaching is fluid and tailored to client’s needs rather than standardized and entirely objective in 
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its delivery and consumption, this type of engagement is humanistic in nature versus rigorously 
scientific” (p. 173).  In an evaluation project conducted by Goff, Goldring, Edward and Bickmen 
(2013), it was found that coaching had a positive effect on teacher development.  The more 
coaching sessions along with feedback, the greater the success of the teachers.  The authors 
suggest that further study is needed to measure the effects on leadership development. 
Cowie and Crawford (2007) indicated that there are three challenges that impact the 
evaluation of coaching on leadership development.  The first is defining the focus of coaching 
intervention.  The challenge lies in the design of coaching tailored to the needs of the principal.  
This creates an uneven way of measuring effectiveness as each leader has his/her own individual 
strengths and needs.  The second challenge lies in defining how to deliver the intervention of 
coaching.  Again, the approach is defined by the contextual cues of each individual and his/her 
needs.  Lastly, it is difficult to match measures with interventions.  If needs are different and the 
approach is different, a common measurement is difficult to create.  “The problems involved in 
evaluating principal preparation programs should not be underestimated, particularly if 
preparation is considered in terms of its impact on systematic change and school improvement 
through sustainable personal and professional development” (Cowie & Crawford, 2007, p. 134). 
Hillsborough County Schools Principal Induction Program 
 
The Wallace Foundation in partnership with Policy Studies Associates, Inc. and RAND 
fashioned an initiative to evaluate the Principal Pipeline in six school districts beginning in 2011.  
“The Principal Pipeline Initiative aimed to develop intentionally aligned systems of preparation, 
hiring, evaluation, and support for novice principals, governed by standards that specified the 
capabilities and performance that the districts wanted to see in principals” (Anderson & 
Turnbull, 2016, p. 3).  The goal of the initiative is to provide supports to new principal to build 
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their leadership capacity to improve student learning through improved teacher practice.  The 
authors explained, “Districts are redefining the job of the principal supervisor by shifting focus 
from overseeing compliance and operations to helping principals succeed as instructional 
leaders.  Districts recognize the need to build supervisors’ capacity to deliver this kind of 
support” (p. iv).  
Funding for the program was provided through a five-year grant ranging from $8.5 
million to $13.25 million.  Data were collected during the study years of 2011-2015.  The data 
analyzed included interviews, focus groups, surveys and review of documents used during the 
initiative implementation.  The interviews primarily included principal supervisors, the 
superintendent of the district and the principal coaches.  Focus groups included novice principals 
or those in the program who were in their first, second or third year in the principal role.  “The 
surveys were administered in spring 2013, spring 2014, and spring 2015 to all first-, second-, and 
third- year principals in the six districts” (Anderson & Turnbull, 2016, p. 6).  The major change 
that occurred within each of the districts was the modifications made to the principal evaluation 
system.  The evaluation was to become a tool to provide feedback which resulted in improved 
leadership performance.  “Since 2011, six large urban and suburban districts have been changing 
how they evaluate and support novice principals-those in their first three years on the job-as part 
of a multi-pronged strategy to make these principals more effective” (p. i).  One component on 
the evaluation rubric that consistently was noted as an area to improve in 2013-2014 was 
instructional leadership, thus supporting the change in the role of the principal and the need to 
ensure all preparation is focused on improving principals’ capacity to improve instruction.  
During the evaluation of the Principal Induction Program completed in 2015 by the 
Wallace Foundation, many principals agreed that they were provided support custom-made to 
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their specific needs, but their feedback was more positive towards the support provided by 
coaches and mentors as opposed to their current supervisors.  The issue of trust was apparent in 
limiting the openness that principals had in admitting their shortcomings to the person who was 
also their evaluator (Anderson & Turnbull, 2016, p. iv).  “Principals in two districts described 
keeping their supervisors at arm’s length, feeling unsure of how candid they could be without 
suffering negative consequences” (p. 44).   
 The evolution of the evaluation tool was a key lever in improving principal practice.  
The study showed that “these districts saw evaluation as a way to develop principals, not a way 
to dismiss more of them.  Evaluation often unfolded as what one principal called ‘an all-the-time 
conversation’ with a supervisor” (Anderson & Turnbull, 2016, p. 9), thus showing a model of 
coaching and continouse support in lieu of continuous evaluation.  “After the end of the sites’ 
grant period, in 2018, the final report from the evaluation will analyze the effects of ‘pipeline 
principals’-those prepared, selected, and supported in ways consistent with the initiative design-
on important school outcomes, including growth in student achievement” (Anderson & Turnbull, 
2016, p. 7).   
Chapter Summary 
Schools benefit greatly when principals are seen as lead learners who lead the learning 
community where each member learns and teaches each other.  Taking the attitude that one is not 
willing to have teachers participate in something that they are not willing to do creates a shared 
sense of ownership in the learning process with a focus on student success (Fichtman Dana, 
2009).  Just as students’ needs are different, so are adults’ needs.  A one-size-fits- all approach is 
out dated and ineffective.  As we work to define high quality professional development, we must 
include support where leaders are teaching leaders as they embark on a new way of work in 
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providing training for teachers that is relevant, applicable, and specific to their needs and the 
needs of their students.   
Coaching is becoming one of the most significant types of learning for leaders.  “Being 
coached by an experienced principal helps early and developing principals sustain and succeed” 
(Trach, 2016, p. 10).  About 59% of major companies offer coaching and 70% prefer it as a 
means of leadership development.  Stressed in coaching is the need for individuality and follow 
up support at the school level for professional learning to be effective and impact positive change 
in instruction.  It takes a growth mindset to change the norms that have been established for 
decades to shift the focus from a traditional lecture style learning platform for professional 
development instruction to a more real time applicable learning approach.  Just like students, 
leaders need to be engaged in the learning in order for it to be successful.  Time must be used to 
learn what the principals’ interests are at each individual school in order to build a professional 
development plan that will change the quality of instruction for students.  
Chapter 3 presents the methodology planned for the study and the rationale for its 
appropriateness for this program evaluation.  
Chapter 4 presents the history of the principalship, principal induction program and the 
role of the researcher in this program.   
Chapter 5 presents the findings in relation to each research question.   
Chapter 6 presents the conclusions drawn from the findings, implications and 
recommendations for further research and evaluation.   
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CHAPTER THREE: 
METHODS 
 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of the principal induction 
program of Hillsborough County Schools by comparing the principal effectiveness ratings of 
principals who completed the program with those who did not.  This study used an ex post facto 
quasi-experimental design and descriptive statistics.   
Research Questions 
 
1. How are the supports provided to first and second year principals through the 
Principal Induction Program impacting the perceived effectiveness of leaders in 
HCPS as indicated by their ratings on the Principal Competency Rubric?   
2. How do the ratings of new principals who completed the Principal Induction Program 
compare to the ratings of veteran principals who did not participate in the program? 
3. What gaps in the content presented in the Principal Induction Program are revealed 
through new principal ratings on the Principal Competency Rubric? 
Target Population 
 
This evaluation looked at the effectiveness ratings of elementary principals who 
successfully completed the principal induction program and veteran principals who did not 
participate in the program.  Since the program began in 2011, principals who were appointed to 
their positions between the 2011-2015 school years were considered PIP participants.  Veteran 
principals included principals who had been in their position prior to 2011.  The evaluation 
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focused only on the elementary principals who served in a K-5 school setting as there were many 
factors that may influence the role and effectiveness of the principal, such as additional assistant 
principals at the secondary level and technical skills at the career centers.  There were 139 
elementary schools in Hillsborough County.  With that in mind, the sample size of PIP 
completers was 49 participants, and the veteran principals sample size was 76 principals.    
Only data for the 2016-2017 school year were used as this was the year in which the 
district had to sustain the work beyond the completion of the Wallace grant.  At the end of 2016-
2017 schoolyear, the goal was to have eight Executive Leadership Coaches in place and 
responsible for the work in each of the eight geographic areas of the district.  That did not come 
to fruition as the district changed leadership and reorganized the cabinet level positions and 
redeployed employees into new roles.  As a result, the principal and coach assignments were 
redistributed, but the principal induction program remained intact for the professional 
development portion. 
Data Collection and Analysis 
There were three sources of data for this study:   
(1) De-identified effectiveness ratings for each of the elements and competencies on the 
Hillsborough County Public Schools Principal Evaluation Rubric from the 2016-2017 
school year.  The ratings included Requires Action, Progressing, Accomplished, and 
Exemplary.  The five domains included Achievement Focus and Results Orientation, 
Instructional Expertise, Managing and Developing People, Culture and Relationship 
Building, and Problem Solving and Strategic Change Management.  The rubric was 
developed by Hillsborough County Schools in collaboration with the Wallace 
Foundation.  “In revising their principal evaluation systems, districts put the main 
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emphasis on using evaluation as a tool to help principals improve” (Anderson 
&Turnbull, 2016, p. ii). 
(2) The course of study for the professional development training sessions. 
(3) Results of a Perception Survey that was created by the 2016-2017 Principal Coach 
Team.  This instrument was intended to evaluate the work of the principal coach and 
the induction program.  The survey was administered anonymously to the induction 
program participants, and several questions restated concepts to ensure there was true 
response from participants.  
 Principal Effectiveness Ratings 
The principal effectiveness ratings for each of the veteran principals who had been in 
their role prior to 2011 and did not complete the Principal Induction Program and those who had 
graduated from the Principal induction program were collected and compared.  The de-identified 
evaluation data were requested from the school district through a records request.   
The evaluation data were sorted into groups of principals who completed the Principal 
Induction Program (PIP Completers) and those who did not but had been in the role since 2011 
or before(Veteran Principals).  The average effectiveness ratings were first be sorted by 
competency as shown in the example data display below: 
 Competency 1 Competency 2 Competency 3 Competency 4 Competency 5 
PIP 
Completers 
     
Veteran  
Principals 
     
 
Then effectiveness ratings were sorted by element within each competency as shown in the 
example data display that follows:   
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 PIP Completers Non-PIP Principals 
Element A   
Element B   
Element C   
 
Induction Program Curriculum  
The course of study for the Principal Induction Program was requested from the district 
through a records request.  A review of the program curriculum enabled identification of the 
content addressed in each of the five competencies and the elements within each domain.  
The results of the analysis of the principal effectiveness ratings for each completer of the 
Principal Induction Program were compared to the content of the coursework in the program to 
see if there was a relationship between the ratings and the content of the components addressed 
in the program.  In other words, where were PIP and veteran principals’ effectiveness ratings 
higher or lower in the competencies addressed in the program curriculum?  Were there 
differences in the performance ratings of the PIP and veteran principals in the competencies 
addressed in the program curriculum?  Looking at these data in this way was important as such 
differences may indicate gaps in the induction curriculum, and identification of these gaps would 
provide useful information to guide the planning of future coursework for new principals to 
ensure each of the competencies of the Principal Performance Rubric are fully addressed.  Gaps 
identified may also indicate professional development needed for veteran principals to increase 
their capacity in relation to the competencies addressed in the elements where their effectiveness 
ratings were lower.  
Induction Impact Survey 
An Induction Impact Survey was created by the 2016-2017 Principal Coach Team (See 
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Appendix A) to evaluate the work of the principal coach and the role of the induction program in 
supporting new principals.  The survey was administered anonymously to 45 PIP participants at 
the end of the induction program in April 2017.  The survey was completed using a Microsoft 
form that sorted the data by respondent and response.  A report of the survey results was 
prepared by the Director of Leadership Development, and each coach received results from their 
assigned principals.  The reports were also provided to the Area Superintendents and the Chief of 
Schools.  A coaching/induction plan was then created based on the survey results and comments 
from respondents.  Survey results were requested from the school district through a records 
request.   
Descriptive statistics were used to analyze data.  Descriptive statistics are “procedures 
and statistics that organize, summarize and simplify the data so they are more readily 
comprehended.  Conclusions from descriptive statistics are limited to the people (or objects) on 
whom (or on which) the data were collected” (Coladarci & Cobb, 2014, p. 422).  Survey 
questions that aligned to the competencies of the principal rubric were extracted from the entire 
principal induction program survey to find the mean response.  Values were assigned by the 
researcher to each response in the Likert scale: Strongly agree, 4; Agree, 3; Disagree, 2; and 
Strongly Disagree, 1.  Examination of the mean scores would indicate the degree to which 
survey respondents perceived support provided by the Executive Leadership Coach.  An example 
data display follows: 
Item Competency 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
N Mean 
3. Work with my Coach has 
helped me to positively 
influence teacher practice at my 
site.  
 
Managing and 
Developing 
People # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)   
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Limitations 
 
 One possible limitation of this study is inter-rater reliability because the principal 
performance ratings are completed by eight different Area Superintendents.  Although they each 
used the same rubric and some calibration was completed by the district to ensure they are rating 
equitably, they also each hold their own biases towards principal performance and expectations, 
and they each have a different focus for the work they are conducting in each of their areas.   
Another possible limitation is with the survey itself as each of the participants in the 
Principal Induction Program received coaching from a different coach so their own perceptions 
and experiences were impacted by the focus and performance of the coach assigned to them.   
Chapter Summary 
 
 Chapter 3 described the methods used to collect and analyze data to evaluate 
Hillsborough County Public School’s Principal Induction Program.  The specific tools used for 
data analysis were described as well as the potential limitations of research methods.  
Chapter 4 presents the history of the principalship, principal induction program and the 
role of the researcher in this program.   
Chapter 5 presents the findings in relation to each research question.   
Chapter 6 presents the conclusions drawn from the findings, implications and 
recommendations for further research and evaluation.   
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CHAPTER FOUR: 
HISTORY OF THE PRINCIPAL INDUCTION PROGRAM 
 
Since public education became mandatory in the early 1900’s, several key events have 
transpired to increase accountability of both teachers and administrators (see Figure 4).    
 
Figure 4. Key events increasing accountability for public schools. (Rachael, 2015, December 11) 
1635
•First public school opens in the U.S.
1900
•31 states require school attendance for students ages 8-14.
1918
•Elementary school required in every state.
Mid-
1900s
•Public schools are solely responsible for academics.
1965
•President Lyndon Johnson signs Elementary and Secondary Education Act.
1970
•Test results used to measure school performance; federal government becomes more involved in 
education.
1983
•Ronald Reagan's Commission on Excellence in Education reports our nation at risk for 
underperforming.
2001
•No Child Left Behind changes accountability and education reform.
2012
•Obama Administration launches Race to the Top grant competition at the school district level.
2015
•President Obama signs Every Student Succeeds Act.
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In 1965 federal funding was used to support education through the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act.  When federal funds are involved, accountability increases.  In 2001 
the No Child Left Behind Act required standardized testing to be used to measure school 
performance, leading to school grading systems and thus increasing the demands on schools and 
their leaders to make the grade.  The Race to the Top Grant Program established in 2012 
awarded funding to school districts.  Districts could get points for enacting particular educational 
policies, including performance-based evaluations for teachers and principals.  As a result, 
leadership standards were created to monitor and guide the work of the principal to increase 
principal and school effectiveness.  The Every Student Succeeds Act, signed in December of 
2015, included the use of federal funds to support research-based activities to support the 
development of school leaders.  
Principal Standards 
 Standards for educational leaders were created to shift a school leader’s focus on student 
achievement.  “The Council of Chief State School Officers published the first standards for 
educational leaders in 1996, followed by a modest update in 2008 based on the empirical 
research at the time” (National Policy Board for Educational Administration, 2015, p. 1).  The 
standards focus on increasing student achievement and fostering equitable practices in an 
everchanging world.  Jobs are transforming as are family structures and technological 
advancements.  Each of these factors impact the need for schools to advance their work and 
increases the demand on school leaders to be held accountable for their influence on student 
achievement.  
The National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP), National 
Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP), American Association of School 
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Administrators (AASA), and the National Policy Board of Education Administration (NPBEA) 
worked collaboratively with the public to develop the standards.  “It involved a thorough review 
of empirical research and sought the input of researchers and more than 1,000 school and district 
leaders through surveys and focus groups to identify gaps among the 2008 Standards, the day-to-
day work of education leaders, and leadership demands of the future” (National Policy Board for 
Educational Administration, 2015, p. 2).  The standards are focused on increasing student 
learning and creating a positive school culture.  
According to the Wallace Foundation, “The ISLLC 2008 standards, as they are called, 
were designed to provide a nationwide foundation for state and local standards development. 
State-specific standards have been developed, often on the ISLLC model, and frequently 
mandated for local use” (Turnbull et al., 2013, p. 11).  The Florida Principal Leadership 
Standards were amended on November 15, 2011 to include four domains and ten standards.  The 
four domains are: Student Achievement, Instructional Leadership, Organizational Leadership, 
and Professional and Ethical Behavior.  Hillsborough County Public Schools used the Florida 
Principal Leadership Standards, the ISLLC 2008 Standards and the Vanderbilt Assessment of 
Leadership in Education as a foundation for the creation of the district’s Principal Leadership 
Standards.  This was the same year in which the partnership began between the Wallace 
Foundation and Hillsborough County Schools.  Hillsborough County Schools created their 
Leadership Standards using a 20-person committee of experienced leaders to develop the draft 
using state standards as a foundation and then vetted the competencies through all district 
principals and assistant principals.  
Wallace Foundation Grant 
The Principal Pipeline Initiative provided $7.5 million to $12.5 million from August 2011 
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through December 2016 to six school districts who were already in the process of developing a 
principal induction program.  The initiative required grantees to strengthen and align four 
specific components of a principal “pipeline”: leader standards, high-quality training, selective 
hiring, and on-the-job evaluation and support.   
Wallace found that the districts selected had four commonalities.  First, the districts had 
identified an urgent need for more strong candidates for principal positions.  They had observed 
that smaller candidate pools were increasingly less qualified.  Second, increased accountability 
resulted in more principal dismissals and a shift in the perspective on how the job is viewed.  
Third, the focus of each district was to create a pipeline that began early in the educator’s career 
in order to cultivate talent early.  Fourth, the districts had each revamped their teacher evaluation 
systems and were eager to do the same for their principal evaluation systems to increase 
accountability. 
Principal Induction Program 
The Principal Induction Program in Hillsborough County Public Schools was designed 
“to build the capacity of first- and second- year principals as effective instructional leaders who 
are able to positively impact teaching, student learning, school culture and working conditions” 
(https://www.sdhc.k12.fl.us/docs/00/00/06/01/HPP_PIP_Overview_Final.pdf).  The program 
uses a job-embedded approach to professional development, together with real-world, problem-
based learning.  A key feature of the program is its emphasis on weekly coaching/collaboration 
with highly trained principal coaches.  These coaches have high levels of experience and success 
as principals. 
Upon appointment, participants engage in a two-day New Principal Institute covering 
entry and transition.  Then they engage in a two-year induction program:  
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In Hillsborough County, new principals participate in the district’s two-year Principal 
Induction Program, which includes weekly coaching for first-year principals, a summer 
institute, ten half-day sessions, and required courses. This induction program focuses on 
tacit and practical content, such as implementing a ‘first 90 days’ plan, and addresses 
competencies in the leader standards and evaluation with particular attention on content 
most pressing for novices.” (Turnbull et al., 2013, p. 38) 
The 90-day entry plan focuses their work in the first three months on the job.  The plan is 
developed after an onboarding meeting with the principal coach, an Area Superintendent, a 
Human Resources partner and the outgoing school principal.  The onboarding meeting provides 
the new principal with information about the school, school data, staff vacancies and teacher 
performance.    
The two-year course of study in the induction program is comprised of eleven 
professional learning sessions, focusing on the core functions of a principal (see Figure 5).  Year 
1 course topics include: entry and transition, supervision and feedback, climate and culture, 
making meetings work and collaborative work.  “The sessions are designed to give principals  an 
understanding  of what their new daily responsibilities will include and strengthen their 
foundation of leadership practices in order to lead their school to higher levels of success” 
(https://www.sdhc.k12.fl.us/docs/00/00/06/01/HPP_PIP_CourseOfStudy_Final.pdf).  The new 
principals meet weekly with their certified principal coaches throughout this first year to reflect 
and think more deeply about what they are learning and to talk about how to apply what they are 
learning in their principal practice. 
  In Year 2 the sessions are vision and talent, systems of support, instructional expertise, 
managing and developing people, leading for equity, and resiliency in the principalship.  During 
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this second year, principals meet biweekly with their coaches.  “Principal coaches provide 
ongoing feedback as the principals create and implement action plans to raise achievement 
within their schools. Coaches also accompany principals on site visits to other schools to  
 
Figure 5. Principal Induction Program Course of Study. Retrieved from 
https://www.sdhc.k12.fl.us/docs/00/00/06/01/HPP_PIP_Courses_Final.pdf 
 
45 
 
strengthen peer collaboration and improved principal practice” 
(https://www.sdhc.k12.fl.us/docs/00/00/06/01/HPP_PIP_CourseOfStudy_Final.pdf).   
The Course of Study is presented by the principal coaches and current principals in 
Hillsborough County through half day to full day whole group trainings.  During these sessions, 
principals are provided time to collaborate with each other around current issues they are facing 
while learning about research-based strategies.  The final component of the sessions includes 
reflection and planning ahead where the principal reflects on how they will transition to the work 
on their own using what they have learned.  
The principal coaches are key to the induction process.  “These coaches are experienced 
and highly skilled and commit their full time and attention to helping new and aspiring leaders 
on their pipeline journey. Prior to their coaching role, they previously served as principals and 
have demonstrated a proven track record for success” 
(https://www.sdhc.k12.fl.us/docs/00/00/06/01/HPP_PIP_Coaching_Final.pdf).  Principal coaches 
have been coached by the New Teacher Center in strategies for gathering “evidence of practice” 
and giving “effective feedback for practice” (Turnbull et al., 2013, p. 40).  Coaching is 
considered a supportive experience built on a relationship of trust.  “Coaches not only work as a 
processing partner, but also provide current research and best practices to give principals a clear 
understanding of how to be successful in their role as school leader so that their impact truly 
improves student achievement” 
(https://www.sdhc.k12.fl.us/docs/00/00/06/01/HPP_PIP_Coaching_Final.pdf). 
Wallace Foundation Evaluation of the Principal Induction Program 
Between 2013 and 2019, the Wallace Foundation released six published reports about the 
six districts they had funded in their Principal Pipeline Initiative.  The evaluation of the Principal 
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Pipeline Initiative was conducted by Policy Studies Associates and the RAND Corporation.  
Following is a summary of the intent and data collected in the six reports: 
 Turnbull, B. J., Riley, D. L., Arcaira, E. R., Anderson, L. M., MacFarlane, J. R. (2013). 
Six districts begin the principal pipeline initiative: Building a stronger principalship. 
Building a stronger principalship: Volume 1.   
The intent of the evaluation was to “inform policy makers and practitioners about the 
results of investments in the initiative’s components, and about the process of carrying 
out new policies and practices around school leadership” (p. 5).  The focus was on the 
early stages of the initiatives in each district, identifying and describing commonalities in 
districts’ visions, plans, and early actions, as well as distinctive elements at each site.  
Qualitative data were collected by the evaluation team: (1) documents - proposals, work 
plans, and progress reports; (2) semi-structured interviews with administrators (91); and 
(3) observation of and participation in cross-site meetings” (p. 6).  The report was not 
intended to “judge the quality” of the districts’ ideas or their progress. 
 Turnbull, B. J., Riley, & MacFarlane, J. R. (2013). Cultivating talent through a principal 
pipeline. Building a stronger principalship: Volume 2.  The intent of the evaluation was 
“to analyze the processes of implementing the required components in the participating 
districts…and then to assess the results achieved in schools led by principals whose 
experiences in standards-based preparation, hiring, evaluation, and support have been 
consistent with the initiative’s requirements” (p. 5).  Qualitative data included: (1) 
documents - proposals, work plans, and progress reports; (2) semi-structured interviews 
with administrators (113) during site visits, asking about plans, activities, 
accomplishments, and challenges; (3) an earlier round of 91 interviews; and (4) 
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observation of and participation in cross-site meetings.  Quantitative data included 
surveys of novice principals and assistant principals and progress report data on the 
number of principals newly hired and the number of graduates coming out of each 
preparation program with which the district was working closely over the three most 
recent school years (p. 6) 
 Turnbull, B. J., Riley, & MacFarlane, J. R. (2015). Districts taking charge of the 
principal pipeline. Building a stronger principalship: Volume 3.  The intent of this 
evaluation was to address “implementation of all components of the initiative, viewing 
implementation in the context of districts’ aims, constraints, and capacity” (p. 4).  Data 
were collected over the first three years of implementation, 2011-2014.  Qualitative data 
sources were (1) semi-structured interviews with administrators during site visits (104); 
(2) focus groups with novice principals and assistant principals; (3) documents - 
proposals, work plans, and progress reports; and (4) observation of and participation in 
cross-site meetings.  Quantitative data were from surveys of novice principals and 
assistant principals (p. 5).     
  Anderson, L., & Turnbull, B. (2016). Evaluating and supporting principals. Building a 
stronger principalship: Volume 4.  The intent of this report was to address 
“implementation of principal evaluation and related support as of 2015, viewing 
implementation in the context of districts’ aims, constraints, and capacity” (p. 4).  
Qualitative data sources were (1) semi-structured interviews with administrators during 
site visits (103); (2) focus groups with novice principals in their first, second, and third 
years in the position (99); (3) documents including the districts’ evaluation-related 
materials (guides, manuals, and rubrics) and their proposals, work plans, and progress 
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reports; and (4) observation of and participation in cross-site meetings.  Quantitative data 
were from surveys of novice principals (p. 4).   
 Turnbull, B. J., Anderson, L. M., Riley, D. L., MacFarlane, J. R., & Aladjem, D. K. 
(2015). The principal pipeline initiative in action. Building a Stronger Principalship: 
Volume 5.  The report describes “implementation approaches, accomplishments, and 
challenges of participating districts; identifies factors that helped or impeded their 
progress; highlights lessons learned; and presents implications for policymakers and other 
districts” (p. ii).  The report focused on a comprehensive view of overall implementation, 
standards defined, principal preparation, principal hiring and placement, evaluation and 
support for novice principals, and rethinking the position of the assistant principal (pp. ii-
vi).  Data sources were the combined sources used in the previous four reports.      
 Anderson, L., & Turnbull, B. (2019). Sustaining a principal pipeline.  This report looked 
at the “continuity and change in district policies and practices and in principal 
perceptions as of 2018” (p. 2).  The six districts were visited in spring 2018.  Interviews 
were conducted with “decision makers in the office responsible for leadership 
development, principal supervisors, other high-level officials, coaches or mentors, and 
university officials who have liaison roles with a district” (p. 2).  A survey similar to the 
one used in the five previous reports was administered to both veteran and novice 
principals (979).   
It is important to note that across these studies the district was the primary unit of 
analysis, and the districts were treated equally.  In commissioning these reports, the Wallace 
Foundation was looking for generalizations across districts, as well as exceptions to any overall 
patterns.  The reports were not intended to judge the quality of district efforts. 
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My Role in the Principal Induction Program 
In 2016-2017 I was a principal coach in the Principal Induction Program, along with six 
other coaches.  We were each assigned to a geographical area within the district to support first 
and second year principals in that area.  During the first two months of the school year, I was 
transitioning to a new area.  My case load included 19 principals in their first or second year.  I 
met with the first-year principals weekly and second year principals bi-weekly.   
In the summer of 2016, the district re-interviewed and hired Area Superintendents for 
each of the eight geographical areas.  Their teams were called Area Leadership Teams and 
included Professional Development Liaisons, Human Resource Partners, ESE Supervisors, and 
Principal Coaches.  As a result, principal coaches were not only involved in working as a coach 
to first and second year principals, but they also supported principal leadership training at 
monthly principal small group meetings by area and provided specific support as directed by the 
Area Superintendent.  In addition, the coach team worked to refine the course of study content 
each year and took on the role of training in the evenings for the School Leader’s Network.  Like 
the rest of the coach team, I participated in monthly coach meetings where we shared best 
practices and refined our coaching skills.  We observed coaching sessions of our colleagues to 
provide feedback to ensure we were developing our skills in coaching as well.  
As a coach, I communicated frequently with my area team and ensured that the principals 
in my area met deadlines and were given information that was timely and relevant to their role 
on a monthly basis through a monthly newsletter.  I highlighted best practices across the area to 
build a professional learning community where principals were learning from one another.  Each 
Area Superintendent defined roles for the team members in different ways, so the role of the 
coach may have looked different depending on the supervisor’s directives.  The principal coach 
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position fell under both the Area Leadership Team and the District’s Leadership Development 
Department to include both duties assigned.   
My experiences as a principal coach, together with my current role as the principal of a 
turnaround elementary school, provide me with a unique insider’s perspective in this program 
evaluation. 
Chapter Summary  
This chapter provided a brief description of the context and history of the Principal 
Induction Program which was funded by a multi-million dollar grant from the Wallace 
Foundation from 2011-2016.  The chapter also provides an overview of the components of the 
induction program and a brief summary of the evaluations commissioned by the Wallace 
Foundation and conducted by Policy Studies Associates and the RAND Corporation.  Finally, 
my role in the Principal Induction Program was described.   
Chapter 5 presents the findings from this study in relation to each of the research 
questions.   
Chapter 6 presents the conclusions drawn from the findings, implications and 
recommendations for further research and evaluation.   
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CHAPTER FIVE: 
FINDINGS 
 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the HCPS Principal Induction Program by 
identifying the relationship of the effectiveness ratings of principals who completed the 
Induction Program to those of veteran principals who did not participate in the program to 
determine if there are performance gaps between the two groups in relation to the competencies 
expected to be developed in the course of study in the induction program.  Three research 
questions were posed to guide this program evaluation:  
1. How are the supports provided to first- and second-year principals through the 
Principal Induction Program impacting the perceived effectiveness of leaders in 
HCPS as indicated by their ratings on the Principal Competency Rubric?   
2. How do the ratings of new principals who completed the Principal Induction Program 
compare to the ratings of veteran principals who did not participate in the program? 
3. What gaps in the content presented in the Principal Induction Program are revealed 
through new principal ratings on the Principal Competency Rubric? 
Data Sources 
There were three sources of data for this study:  (1) de-identified effectiveness ratings for 
each of the domains and components on the Hillsborough County Public Schools Principal 
Evaluation Rubric from the 2016-2017 school year; (2) the course of study for the professional 
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development training sessions; and (3) results of an Induction Survey intended to evaluate the 
work of the principal coach and the induction program.   
De-identified effectiveness ratings were gathered for Elementary School Principals.  
Effectiveness data were sorted into two groups:  (1) principals who were in their position 
between the years of 2011-2017 and successfully completed the Principal Induction Program; 
and (2) principals who began in their positions prior to the Principal Induction Program inception 
in 2011 and were still in their position in 2016-2017.  There were 49 principals in the PIP 
completion group and 76 principals in the non-PIP completers or veteran principal group for a 
total of 125 participants in this study. 
 Findings of this study are presented in relation to each of the research questions. 
Research Question 1 
 
How are the supports provided to first- and second-year principals through the Principal 
Induction Program impacting the perceived effectiveness of leaders in HCPS as indicated by 
their ratings on the Principal Competency Rubric?   
Two data sources were used to answer this research question:  results of the Induction 
Survey which was completed by induction program participants, and de-identified effectiveness 
ratings for the induction program participants in each of the domains on the Hillsborough County 
Public Schools Principal Evaluation Rubric from the 2016-2017 school year.   
Induction Survey 
Survey questions that aligned to the competencies of the principal rubric were extracted 
from the entire principal induction program survey.  Values were assigned by the researcher to 
each response option as follows:  Strongly Agree (4), Agree (3), Disagree (2), and Strongly 
Disagree (1).  Table 3 presents the results of the Principal Induction Survey. 
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Table 3. 
Frequencies and Means for Principal Induction Survey Responses 
Item Competency 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
N 
Mean 
Response 
 
3. Work with my 
Coach has helped 
me to positively 
influence teacher 
practice at my 
site.  
Managing and 
Developing 
People 
37 (84%) 6 (14%) 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 44 3.80 
 
4. Work with my 
Coach has helped 
me to positively 
influence student 
learning and 
achievement at 
my site.  
Achievement 
Focus and Results 
Orientation 
37 (84%) 6 (14%) 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 44 3.80 
 
5. Work with my 
Coach has helped 
me to positively 
influence the 
culture at my site. 
Culture and 
Relationship 
Building 
36 (80%) 8 (18%) 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 45 3.76 
 
6. I can lead my 
school more 
effectively as a 
result of the work 
with my Coach. 
Instructional 
Expertise and 
Strategic Change 
Management 
40 (89%) 4 (9%) 0 (0%) 
 
1 (2%) 
 
45 3.84 
 
10. HCPS PIP 
Professional 
Learning has 
enhanced my 
repertoire of 
strategies. 
Problem Solving/ 
Strategic Change 
Management 
33 (73%) 9 (20%) 2 (4%) 
 
1 (2%) 
 
45 
 
3.64 
 
 
11. My Coach 
helped move me 
from ideas/theory 
learned in 
professional 
learning session to 
implementation of 
practices in my 
school.  
 
Culture and 
Relationship 
Building 
34 (76%) 10 (22%) 0 (0%) 
 
1 (2%) 
 
45 3.71 
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Examination of the responses indicated that participants tended to agree with each of the 
items extracted from the survey as they relate to the principals’ perception of support provided 
by the Principal Coaches.  Two participants disagreed with Item 10 (HCPS PIP Professional 
Learning has enhanced my repertoire of strategies), and one participant strongly disagreed with 
all items. 
The average percentage of respondents strongly agreeing with all six items was 81%.  
Item 10 (HCPS PIP Professional Learning has enhanced my repertoire of strategies) and Item 11 
(My Coach helped move me from ideas/theory learned in professional learning session to 
implementation of practices in my school) had lower percentages of respondents strongly 
agreeing to these items (Item 10, 73%; Item 11, 76%). 
The average percentage of respondents agreeing with all six items was 16%.  Item 3          
(Work with my Coach has helped me to positively influence teacher practice at my site), Item 4 
(Work with my Coach has helped me to positively influence student learning and achievement at 
my site), and Item 6 (I can lead my school more effectively as a result of the work with my 
Coach) had lower percentages of respondents agreeing to these items (Item 3, 14%; Item 4, 14%; 
Item 6, 9%). 
The average of the mean ratings for all six items was 3.76.  Items with mean ratings 
below the average were Item 10 (HCPS PIP Professional Learning has enhanced my repertoire of 
strategies, 3.64) and Item 11 (My Coach helped move me from ideas/theory learned in 
professional learning session to implementation of practices in my school, 3.71). 
De-identified Effectiveness Ratings 
De-identified effectiveness ratings for principals who participated in the induction 
program were then totaled for each of the competencies.  Values were assigned by the researcher 
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to each of the rating options as follows:  Exemplary (4), Accomplished (3), Progressing (2), and 
Requires Action (1).  Table 4 presents the distribution of the de-identified effectiveness ratings in 
relation to each of the competencies. 
Table 4. 
Frequencies and Means of Effectiveness Ratings by Competencies (N=49)  
Competency Exemplary Accomplished Progressing 
Requires 
Action 
Mean 
Rating 
Achievement Focus and Results 
Orientation 
5% 92% 3% 4% 3.01 
Instructional Expertise 10% 82% 9% 0% 3.01 
Managing and Developing 
People 
17% 81% 2% 0% 3.15 
Culture and Relationship 
Building 
25% 72% 2% 0% 3.22 
Problem Solving/Strategic 
Change Management 
11% 86% 3% 0% 3.07 
 
Examination of the distribution of de-identified effectiveness ratings across the 49 
participants in the Principal Induction Program indicated that participants tended to be rated as 
Exemplary (5-25%) or Accomplished (72-92%) in each of the five competencies.  A small 
percentage of participants were rated as Progressing (2-9%) or Requires Action (0-4%).   
The average percentage of participants receiving an Exemplary rating was 14%.  The 
percentage of participants receiving an Exemplary rating was lower than the average in three 
competencies:  Problem Solving/Strategic Change Management (11%); Instructional Expertise 
(10%); and Achievement Focus and Results Orientation (5%).     
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The average percentage of participants receiving an Accomplished rating was 83%.  The 
percentage of participants receiving an Accomplished rating was lower than the average in three 
competencies:  Instructional Expertise (82%); Managing and Developing People (81%); and 
Culture and Relationship Building (72%).   
For the ratings of Progressing and Requires Action, fewer participants receiving these 
rating is desirable as both ratings indicate demonstration of less than Accomplished practice.  
The average percentage of participants receiving a Progressing rating was 4%.  The competency 
with the highest percentage of participants receiving this rating was Instructional Expertise (9%).  
Similarly, four percent of participants received a Requires Action rating in Achievement Focus 
and Results Orientation. 
Section Summary 
Table 5 provides a comparison of the percentage of participants in the Principal Induction 
Program who strongly agreed or agreed that their Coaches helped them improve their practice, 
the percentage of participants receiving Exemplary, Accomplished or Progressing/Requires 
Action ratings, and the Mean rating received in each of the competencies.   
Participants in the Principal Induction Program mostly agreed (98%) that their Coaches 
helped them improve their professional practice, with slightly less agreement in the competency 
Problem Solving/Strategic Change Management (93%).  Participants also tended to be rated 
Accomplished (72-92%) or Exemplary (5-25%) in their effectiveness ratings, with a slightly 
lower total rating (Exemplary+Accomplished) in Instructional Expertise.     
The mean rating in each of the five competencies ranged from 3.01 to 3.22 with an 
average mean rating of 3.09.  Competencies with mean ratings below the average were 
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Achievement Focus and Results Orientation, Instructional Expertise, and Problem 
Solving/Strategic Change Management. 
Table 5. 
 
Comparison of Induction Survey and Effective Ratings Results 
 
Competency 
% Agreeing 
Coach 
Helped 
Improve 
Practice 
% Receiving 
Exemplary 
Ratings 
% Receiving 
Accomplished 
Rating 
% Receiving 
Progressing or 
Requires Action 
Rating 
Mean 
Rating 
Achievement Focus 
and Results 
Orientation 
98% 5% 92% 7% 3.01 
Instructional 
Expertise 
98% 10% 82% 9% 3.01 
Managing and 
Developing People 
98% 17% 81% 2% 3.15 
Culture and 
Relationship 
Building 
 
98% 25% 72% 2% 3.22 
Problem 
Solving/Strategic 
Change Management 
93% 11% 86% 3% 3.07 
 
Research Question 2 
How do the ratings of new principals who completed the Principal Induction Program 
compare to the ratings of veteran principals who did not participate in the program? 
The data sources used to answer this research question were the de-identified 
effectiveness ratings for the induction program participants (PIP Completers) and the non-
induction program participants (Veteran Principals) in each of the competencies on the 
Hillsborough County Public Schools Principal Competency Rubric (see Appendix B) from the 
2016-2017 school year.  Principals who were appointed to their positions between the 2011-2016 
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school years are the PIP Completers, and principals who had been in their positions prior to 2011 
are the Veteran Principals.  All of these principals serve in a K-5 school setting.   
There are five competencies on the Principal Competency Rubric.  Each competency 
contains a number of elements ranging from three to seven.  For the tables that follow, each 
competency has its own table which lists the elements in the competency, the effectiveness 
ratings label, the frequency of the de-identified ratings for the Veteran Principals and for the PIP 
Completers for each element, and a mean rating for the Veteran Principals and for the PIP 
Completers for each element.  Finally, an overall mean rating for the competency is indicated for 
the Veteran Principals and for the PIP Completers. 
In constructing the tables, values were assigned by the researcher to each of the rating 
options as follows:  Exemplary (4), Accomplished (3), Progressing (2), and Requires Action (1).  
Competency 1: Achievement Focus and Results Orientation 
Competency 1 has four elements (see Table 6).  The overall mean rating for the 
competency is the same for both the Veteran Principals and for the PIP Completers (3.01, 
Accomplished).  There are, however, differences in the mean ratings within the individual 
elements.  
The PIP Completers had a mean rating that was slightly lower than the mean rating for 
the Veteran Principals in two elements:  
A. Holds self and others accountable for high academic achievement of all students. (PIP  
     Completers, 3.0; Veteran Principals, 3.01)  
B. Communicates a clear, compelling vision of high academic achievement and inspires  
others to fulfill the vision by gaining buy in and commitment. (PIP Completers, 3.14; 
Veteran Principals, 3.15)  
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Table 6. 
Competency 1: Achievement Focus and Results Orientation 
Element Veteran Principals PIP Completers 
 
 N (76) Points Mean N (49) Points  Mean 
A. Holds self and others 
accountable for high academic 
achievement of all students. 
      
EXEMPLARY 6 (7%) 24  0 (0%) 0  
ACCOMPLISHED 65 (86%) 195  49 (100%) 147  
PROGRESSING 5 (7%) 10  0 (0%) 0  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 229 3.01 49 147 3.0 
B. Communicates a clear, 
compelling vision of high 
academic achievement and 
inspires others to fulfill the vision 
by gaining buy in and 
commitment. 
      
EXEMPLARY 19 (25%) 76  7 (14%) 28  
ACCOMPLISHED 50 (66%) 150  42 (86%) 126  
PROGRESSING 7 (9%) 14  0 (0%) 0  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 240 3.15 49 154 3.14 
C. Sets challenging goals.  
Demonstrates persistence and 
overcomes obstacles to achieve 
goals.  
      
EXEMPLARY 3 (4%) 12  2 (4%) 8  
ACCOMPLISHED 67 (88%) 201  44 (90%) 132  
PROGRESSING 6 (7%) 12  3 (6%) 6  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 225 2.96 49 146 2.98 
D. Exhibits a commitment to 
equity and creates a collective 
sense of urgency to close 
achievement gaps and prepare all 
students for college and career 
success. 
      
EXEMPLARY 0 (0%)   1(2%) 4  
ACCOMPLISHED 70 (92%) 210  45 (92%) 135  
PROGRESSING 5 (7%) 10  2 (4%) 4  
REQUIRES ACTION 1 (1%) 2  1 (2%) 1  
 76 222 2.92 49 144 2.94 
COMPETENCY 1 OVERALL MEAN   3.01   3.01 
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Both the PIP Completers and the Veteran Principals received ratings below 3.0 in two elements 
in Competency 1: 
 C. Sets challenging goals.  Demonstrates persistence and overcomes obstacles to achieve  
     goals. (PIP Completers 2.98; Veteran Principals 2.96) 
D. Exhibits a commitment to equity and creates a collective sense of urgency to close    
achievement gaps and prepare all students for college and career success. (PIP 
Completers 2.94; Veteran Principals 2.92) 
 Competency 2: Instructional Expertise 
Competency 2 has three elements (see Table 7).  The overall mean rating for the 
competency for the PIP Completers (3.01, Accomplished) was slightly higher than the overall 
mean rating for the Veteran Principals (2.96, Progressing).  Within the individual elements, both 
the PIP Completers and Veteran Principals had mean ratings that were below 3.0: 
A. Conducts high-quality classroom observations, identifies effective teaching practices,  
and understands pedagogy that results in improved student learning. (Veteran 
Principals 2.97)  
C. Ensure students master standards by aligning curriculum, instructional strategies, and  
     assessments. (PIP Completers 2.90; Veteran Principals 2.86) 
 Competency 3: Managing and Developing People 
Competency 3 has seven elements (see Table 8).  The overall mean rating for the 
competency is slightly higher for the PIP Completers (3.15, Accomplished) than for the Veteran 
Principals (3.13, Accomplished).  There are also differences in the mean ratings within the 
individual elements.  The PIP Completers had mean ratings that were slightly lower than the 
mean ratings for the Veteran Principals in two elements in Competency 3:  
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E. Distributes and develops staff leadership and builds teacher teams able to advance  
     teaching and learning. (PIP Completers, 3.08; Veteran Principals, 3.16) 
F. Exhibits effective recruitment, interview, and selection skills that lead to quality hiring   
     decisions. (PIP Completers, 3.28; Veteran Principals, 3.32) 
Table 7. 
Competency 2: Instructional Expertise 
Element Veteran Principals PIP Completers 
 N (76) Points Mean N (49) Points  Mean 
A. Conducts high-quality 
classroom observations, 
identifies effective teaching 
practices, and understands 
pedagogy that results in 
improved student learning.  
       
EXEMPLARY 11 (15%) 44  8 (16%) 32  
ACCOMPLISHED 52 (68%) 156  36 (74%) 108  
PROGRESSING 13 (17%) 26  5 (10%) 10  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 226 2.97 49 147 3.06 
B. Uses data to differentiate and 
prioritize instructional support 
and intervention and supports 
teachers in using data to 
differentiate instruction. 
      
EXEMPLARY 9 (12%) 36  4 (8%) 16  
ACCOMPLISHED 62 (82%) 186  44 (90%) 132  
PROGRESSING 5 (7%) 10  1 (2%) 2  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 232 3.05 49 150 3.06 
C. Ensure students master 
standards by aligning 
curriculum, instructional 
strategies, and assessments.  
      
EXEMPLARY 3 (4%) 12  2 (4%) 8  
ACCOMPLISHED 59 (78%) 177  40 (82%) 120  
PROGRESSING 14 (18%) 28  7 (14%) 14  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 217 2.86 49 142 2.90 
COMPETENCY 2 OVERALL MEAN   2.96   3.01 
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Table 8. 
Competency 3: Managing and Developing People 
Element Veteran Principals PIP Completers 
 N (76) Points Mean N (49) Points  Mean 
A. Provides a clear expectation 
for staff performance and 
communicates success and needed 
improvement regularly. 
      
EXEMPLARY 6 (8%) 24  4 (8%)  16  
ACCOMPLISHED 63 (83%) 189  44 (90%) 132  
PROGRESSING 7 (92%) 14  1 (2%) 2  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%0) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 227 2.99 49 150 3.06 
B. Uses multiple methods to 
evaluate teacher and staff 
effectiveness and provides timely, 
targeted, and actionable 
feedback.  
      
EXEMPLARY 9 (12%) 36  2 (4%) 8  
ACCOMPLISHED 55 (72%) 165  44 (90%) 132  
PROGRESSING 12 (16%) 24  3 (6%) 6  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 225 2.96 49 146 2.98 
C. Uses student observation data 
and disaggregates school data to 
plan and target job-embedded 
professional development and 
support for teachers.  
      
EXEMPLARY 11 (14%) 44  4 (8%) 16  
ACCOMPLISHED 58 (76%) 174  45 (92%) 135  
PROGRESSING 7 (9%) 14  0 (0%)   
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 232 3.05 49 151 3.08 
D. Effectively identifies high and 
low performers, retains high 
performers, and develops or exits 
low performers.   
      
EXEMPLARY 31 (41%) 124  22 (45%) 88  
ACCOMPLISHED 38 (50%) 114  27 (55%) 81  
PROGRESSING 7 (9%) 14  0 (0%) 0  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 252 3.32 49 169 3.45 
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Table 8, continued 
 Veteran Principals PIP Completers 
 N (76) Points Mean N (49) Points  Mean 
E. Distributes and develops staff 
leadership and builds teacher 
teams able to advance teaching 
and learning. 
      
EXEMPLARY 18 (24%) 72  5 (10%) 20  
ACCOMPLISHED 52 (68%) 156  43 (88%) 129  
PROGRESSING 6 (8%) 12  1 (2%) 2  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%)   
 76 240 3.16 49 151 3.08 
F. Exhibits effective recruitment, 
interview, and selection skills that 
lead to quality hiring decisions. 
      
EXEMPLARY 26 (34%) 104  15 (31%) 60  
ACCOMPLISHED 48 (63%) 144  33 (67%) 99  
PROGRESSING 2 (3%) 4  1 (2%) 2  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 252 3.32 49 161 3.28 
G. Effectively assigns teachers to 
classes and provides quality 
onboarding experiences for new 
teachers.  
      
EXEMPLARY 10 (13%) 40  7 (14%) 28  
ACCOMPLISHED 63 (83%) 189  42 (86%) 126  
PROGRESSING 3 (4%) 6  0 (0%) 0  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 235 3.09 49 154 3.14 
COMPETENCY 3 OVERALL MEAN   3.13   3.15 
 
Within the individual elements in Competency 3, both the PIP Completers and Veteran 
Principals had mean ratings that were below 3.0: 
A. Provides a clear expectation for staff performance and communicates success and  
     needed improvement regularly. (Veteran Principals 2.99) 
B. Uses multiple methods to evaluate teacher and staff effectiveness and provides timely,  
     targeted, and actionable feedback. (PIP Completers, 2.98; Veteran Principals, 2.96) 
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Competency 4: Culture and Relationship Building 
Competency 4 also has seven elements (see Table 9).  The overall mean rating for the 
competency is slightly higher for the PIP Completers (3.22, Accomplished) than for the Veteran 
Principals (3.13, Accomplished).  There are also differences in the mean ratings within the 
individual elements.  
Table 9. 
Competency 4: Culture and Relationship Building 
Element Veteran Principals PIP Completers 
 N (76) Points Mean N (49) Points  Mean 
A. Establishes collaborative 
relationships with internal and 
external stakeholders to achieve 
objectives.  
      
EXEMPLARY 19 (25%) 76  14 (29%) 56  
ACCOMPLISHED 48 (63%) 144  34 (68%) 102  
PROGRESSING 8 (11%) 16  1 (2%) 2  
REQUIRES ACTION 1 (1%) 1  0 (0%) 0  
 76 221 2.90 49 160 3.26 
B. Creates a positive and safe 
environment for teachers, 
students, families, and the 
community. 
      
EXEMPLARY 24 (32%) 96  17 (35%) 68  
ACCOMPLISHED 50 (66%) 150  31 (63%) 93  
PROGRESSING 2 (3%) 4  1 (2%) 2  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 225 3.29 49 163 3.33 
C. Resolves conflict in a direct 
but constructive manner, 
seeking “win-win” solutions.  
      
EXEMPLARY 26 (34%) 104  16 (33%) 64  
ACCOMPLISHED 47 (62%) 141  31 (63%) 93  
PROGRESSING 2 (3%) 4  2 (4%) 4  
REQUIRES ACTION 1 (1%) 1  0 (0%) 0  
 76 250 3.29 49 161 3.28 
D. Embraces diverse viewpoints 
and solicits stakeholder input in 
decision-making. 
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Table 9, continued       
 Veteran Principals PIP Completers 
 N (76) Points Mean N (49) Points  Mean 
EXEMPLARY 10 (13%) 40  10 (20%) 40  
ACCOMPLISHED 62 (82%) 186  38 (78%) 114  
PROGRESSING 4 (5%) 8  1 (2%) 2  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 234 3.08 49 156 3.18 
E. Communicates effectively 
with all stakeholders.  
      
EXEMPLARY 13 (17%) 52  11 (22%) 44  
ACCOMPLISHED 57 (75%) 171  36 (73%) 108  
PROGRESSING 4 (5%) 8  2 (4%) 4  
REQUIRES ACTION 2 (3%) 2  0 (0%) 0  
 76 233 3.06 49 156 3.18 
F. Motivates, inspires and moves 
other adults to feel ownership 
and take action.  
      
EXEMPLARY 18 (24%) 72  3 (6%) 12  
ACCOMPLISHED 51 (67%) 153  45 (92%) 135  
PROGRESSING 7 (9%) 14  1 (2%) 2  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 239 3.14 49 149 3.04 
G. Regularly reflects, accurately 
assesses own strengths and 
growth areas, seeks feedback, 
and professional development to 
improve.  
      
EXEMPLARY 8 (11%) 32  16 (33%) 64  
ACCOMPLISHED 62 (82%) 186  33 (67%) 99  
PROGRESSING 5 (7%) 10  0 (0%) 0  
REQUIRES ACTION 1 (1%) 2  0 (0%) 0  
 76 230 3.03 49 163 3.33 
COMPETENCY 4 OVERALL MEAN   3.13   3.22 
 
The PIP Completers had mean ratings that were slightly lower than the mean ratings for 
the Veteran Principals in two elements:  
C. Resolves conflict in a direct but constructive manner, seeking “win-win” solutions. 
     (PIP Completers, 3.28; Veteran Principals, 3.29) 
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F. Motivates, inspires and moves other adults to feel ownership and take action. 
     (PIP Completers, 3.04; Veteran Principals, 3.14) 
Veteran Principals received ratings that were below 3.0 in one element: 
A. Establishes collaborative relationships with internal and external stakeholders to  
     achieve objectives. (2.90) 
Competency 5: Problem Solving and Strategic Change Management 
Competency 5 has five elements (see Table 10).  The overall mean rating for the 
competency is slightly higher for the PIP Completers (3.07, Accomplished) than for the Veteran 
Principals (3.06, Accomplished).  There are some differences in the mean ratings within the 
individual elements.  
The PIP Completers had mean ratings that were slightly lower than the mean ratings for 
the Veteran Principals in two elements:  
A. Collects, analyzes, and uses multiple forms of data to make decisions.  (PIP   
     Completers, 3.14; Veteran Principals, 3.16) 
C. Develops and implements effective action plans, anticipates risks to achieving goals,  
and adapts to changing circumstances.  (PIP Completers, 3.08; Veteran Principals, 
3.09) 
Both PIP Completers and Veteran Principals received ratings that were below 3.0 in one 
element: 
B. Identifies problems, analyzes root causes, and develops effective strategies to resolve     
     issues. (PIP Completers, 2.96; Veteran Principals, 2.95) 
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Table 10. 
Competency 5: Problem Solving and Strategic Change Management 
Element Veteran Principals PIP Completers 
 N (76) Points Mean N (49) Points  Mean 
A. Collects, analyzes, and uses multiple 
forms of data to make decisions.  
      
EXEMPLARY 17 (22%) 68  8 (16%) 32  
ACCOMPLISHED 54 (71%) 162  40 (8%) 120  
PROGRESSING 5 (7%) 10  1 (2%) 2  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 240 3.16 49 154 3.14 
B. Identifies problems, analyzes root 
causes, and develops effective strategies 
to resolve issues.  
      
EXEMPLARY 3 (4%) 12  0 (0%) 0  
ACCOMPLISHED 66 (87%) 198  47 (96%) 141  
PROGRESSING 7 (9%) 14  2 (4%) 4  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 224 2.95 49 145 2.96 
C. Develops and implements effective 
action plans, anticipates risks to 
achieving goals, and adapts to changing 
circumstances.  
      
EXEMPLARY 12 (16%) 48  6 (13%) 24  
ACCOMPLISHED 59 (78%) 177  41 (84%) 123  
PROGRESSING 5 (7%) 10  2 (4%) 4  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 235 3.09 49 151 3.08 
D. Proactively plans and creates systems 
to accomplish school-wide goals.  
      
EXEMPLARY 14 (18%) 56  9 (18%) 36  
ACCOMPLISHED 53 (70%) 159  38 (78%) 114  
PROGRESSING 9 (12%) 18  1 (2%) 2  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 233 3.06 49 152 3.10 
 
E. Builds buy-in from diverse 
stakeholders and overcomes resistance 
to advance school improvement. 
      
EXEMPLARY 9 (12%) 36  5 (10%) 20  
ACCOMPLISHED 62 (82%) 186  43 (88%) 129  
PROGRESSING 5 (7%) 10  1(2%) 2  
REQUIRES ACTION 0 (0%) 0  0 (0%) 0  
 76 233 3.06 49 151 3.07 
COMPETENCY 5 OVERALL MEAN   3.06   3.07 
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Section Summary 
Table 11 provides the overall mean ratings for each competency on the Principal 
Performance Rubric for the PIP Completers and for the Veteran Principals.  In four of the five 
competencies, the PIP Completers were rated slightly higher (Competency 2, 3, and 5) or higher 
(Competency 4) than the Veteran Principals.  In Competency 1, the PIP Completers and the 
Veteran Principals had the same mean rating.  In Table 11 it appears that in only one competency 
 (Competency 2) did either the PIP Principals or Veteran Principals receive a mean rating below 
3.0 (Accomplished).  In this case it was the Veteran Principals. 
Table 11. 
Overall Means by Competencies for PIP Principals and Veteran Principals 
 COMPETENCY 
1 
COMPETENCY 
2 
COMPETENCY 
3 
COMPETENCY 
4 
COMPETENCY 
5 
PIP COMPLETERS 
3.01 3.01 3.15 3.22 3.07 
VETERAN 
PRINCIPALS 
3.01 2.96 3.13 3.13 3.06 
 
The detailed tables for each competency, showing the percentage distribution and mean 
ratings for each of the elements within the competencies, provide a different view.  The detailed 
tables indicate that there were elements within the competencies where either or both of the two 
groups, PIP Completers and Veteran Principals, received a mean rating below 3.0.      
Research Question 3 
What gaps in the content presented in the Principal Induction Program are revealed 
through new principal ratings on the Principal Competency Rubric? 
Data sources used to answer this question were documents from the Hillsborough County 
Public Schools website, particularly information available under the Leadership Development 
Department, as well as the analysis presented for Research Question 2 in the detailed tables for 
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each competency, showing the percentage distribution and mean effectiveness ratings for each of 
the elements within the competencies. 
In examining the Principal Induction Program training calendar, it was possible to 
determine the sessions in which each of the five competencies was addressed (see Table 12).  It 
was also possible to determine the total number of sessions that addressed each competency.  In 
examining the Research Question 2 detailed tables for each competency, showing the percentage 
distribution and mean effectiveness ratings for each of the elements within the competencies, it 
was possible to determine the elements in each of the competencies where PIP participants had a 
mean effectiveness rating lower than 3.0 (Accomplished). 
Table 12. 
PIP Training Sessions Provided and PIP Mean Effectiveness Ratings 
Competency Year 1  
Session 
# 
Year 2, 
 Session 
# 
Total  
# of 
Sessions 
PIP  
Overall 
Mean 
Effectiveness 
Rating  
PIP Elements 
Below 
Overall Mean 
Rating of 3.0 
1. Achievement Focus and Results  
    Orientation 
1,2,6 2,3,4,5 7 3.01 C (2.98) 
D (2.94) 
 
2. Instructional Expertise 2 2,3 3 3.01 C (2.90) 
 
3. Managing and Developing People 2,5 1,3 4 3.15 B (2.98) 
 
4. Culture and Relationship Building 3,4,5 1 4 3.22  
 
5. Problem-Solving and Strategic  
    Change 
3,4,5 1,5,6 6 
 
3.07 B (2.96) 
 
Competency 1: Achievement Focus and Results Orientation 
Competency 1 was presented in 7 sessions during the two-year PIP course of study.  The 
overall mean effectiveness rating for the PIP Completers in this competency was 3.01, one of the  
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lowest ratings.  PIP Completers received ratings below 3.0 in two elements in Competency 1: 
 C. Sets challenging goals.  Demonstrates persistence and overcomes obstacles to achieve  
     goals. (2.98) 
D. Exhibits a commitment to equity and creates a collective sense of urgency to close    
achievement gaps and prepare all students for college and career success. (2.94) 
  
Competency 2: Instructional Expertise 
Competency 2 was presented in 3 sessions during the two-year PIP course of study.  The 
overall mean effectiveness rating for the PIP Completers in this competency was 3.01, again one 
of the lowest ratings.  PIP Completers received ratings below 3.0 in one element in Competency 
2: 
C. Ensure students master standards by aligning curriculum, instructional strategies, and  
     assessments. (2.90) 
Competency 3: Managing and Developing People 
Competency 3 was presented in 4 sessions during the two-year PIP course of study.  The 
overall mean effectiveness rating for the PIP Completers in this competency was 3.15, the 
second highest rating.  PIP Completers received ratings below 3.0 in one element in Competency 
3: 
B. Uses multiple methods to evaluate teacher and staff effectiveness and provides timely,  
     targeted, and actionable feedback. (2.98) 
 Competency 4: Culture and Relationship Building 
Competency 4 was presented in 4 sessions during the two-year PIP course of study.  The 
overall mean effectiveness rating for the PIP Completers in this competency was 3.22, the 
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highest rating.  PIP Completers received no ratings below 3.0 in individual elements in 
Competency 3. 
 Competency 5: Problem Solving and Strategic Change Management 
Competency 5 was presented in 6 sessions during the two-year PIP course of study.  The 
overall mean effectiveness rating for the PIP Completers in this competency was 3.07, the 
second lowest rating.  PIP Completers received ratings that were below 3.0 in one element: 
B. Identifies problems, analyzes root causes, and develops effective strategies to resolve     
        issues. (2.96) 
Chapter Summary 
 This chapter presented the findings of the data analysis organized by research question.  
Descriptive statistics (number, frequency and mean) were used to present the results.  Chapter 6 
provides discussion of the findings in relation to the literature reviewed by this study, identifies 
the implications of the study and propose recommendations for future research. 
Chapter 6 presents the conclusions drawn from the findings, implications and 
recommendations for further research and evaluation.   
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CHAPTER SIX: 
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the HCPS Principal Induction Program by 
identifying the relationship of the effectiveness ratings of principals who completed the 
Induction Program to those of veteran principals who did not participate in the program to 
determine if there are performance gaps between the two groups in relation to the competencies 
expected to be developed in the course of study in the induction program. 
The study used an ex post facto quasi experimental design, using survey data and de-
identified principal effectiveness ratings that had been collected by the district at the end of the 
2016-2017 school year.  Additionally, Principal Induction Program documents provided 
contextual information for the study. 
The population of interest included the HCPS principals in K-5 elementary schools who 
successfully completed the principal induction program which means they were in their positions 
from 2011-2016 and veteran principals in K-5 elementary schools who were in their position at 
the time of the evaluation but had been appointed prior to 2011 when the PIP program began.  
PIP principals who were appointed to their positions in the summer of 2016 were not included in 
the study as they were only in their first year of the PIP program. 
Descriptive statistics (number, percentages of frequency, and means) were used to 
describe the survey results and analysis of de-identified principal effectiveness ratings.  The 
assumption underlying the analysis of the data was that the PIP Completers would have higher 
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effectiveness ratings on the Principal Competency Rubric than Veteran Principals who had not 
participated in the induction program.  Also, it was expected that the areas of content with the 
most emphasis would have higher effectiveness ratings on the Principal Competency Rubric for 
PIP Completers.  
Summary of Major Findings 
 Research Question 1. How are the supports provided to first- and second-year principals 
through the Principal Induction Program impacting the perceived effectiveness of leaders in 
HCPS as indicated by their ratings on the Principal Competency Rubric? 
Two data sources were used to answer this research question:  results of the Induction 
Survey which was completed by induction program participants, and de-identified effectiveness 
ratings for the induction program participants in each of the domains on the Hillsborough County 
Public Schools Principal Evaluation Rubric from the 2016-2017 school year.   
Examination of the mean scores indicated that 98% of the participants tended to strongly 
agree or agree with each of the survey items as they relate to the principals’ perception of 
support provided by the Principal Coaches.  Two participants disagreed with Item 10 (HCPS PIP 
Professional Learning has enhanced my repertoire of strategies), and one participant strongly 
disagreed with all items.  Item 10 also had the lowest mean response (3.64). 
De-identified effectiveness ratings for principals who participated in the induction 
program were totaled for each of the competencies.  Examination of the distribution of de-
identified effectiveness ratings indicated that participants tended to be rated as Exemplary (5-
25%) or Accomplished (72-92%) in each of the five competencies.  A small percentage of 
participants were rated as Progressing (2-9%) or Requires Action (0-4%).  The mean rating in 
each of the competencies ranged from 3.01 to 3.22 (Accomplished).   
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Table 13. 
Induction Survey Mean Response and Competency Mean Rating 
Induction Survey Item 
Mean 
Response 
Principal Competency 
Mean Effectiveness 
Rating 
 
3. Work with my Coach 
has helped me to 
positively influence 
teacher practice at my 
site.  
3.80 
3. Managing and 
Developing People 
3.15 
 
4. Work with my Coach 
has helped me to 
positively influence 
student learning and 
achievement at my site.  
3.80 
1. Achievement Focus 
and Results Orientation 
3.01 
 
5. Work with my Coach 
has helped me to 
positively influence the 
culture at my site. 
3.76 
4. Culture and 
Relationship Building 
3.22 
 
6. I can lead my school 
more effectively as a 
result of the work with 
my Coach. 
3.84 
2. Instructional Expertise 
5. Problem Solving/ 
Strategic Change 
Management 
3.01 
 
10. HCPS PIP 
Professional Learning has 
enhanced my repertoire of 
strategies. 
 
3.64 
 
5. Problem Solving/ 
Strategic Change 
Management 
 
3.07 
 
 
11. My Coach helped 
move me from 
ideas/theory learned in 
professional learning 
session to implementation 
of practices in my school.  
3.71 
 
4. Culture and 
Relationship Building 
3.22 
 
Table 13 looks at the mean response on the Induction Survey items and the mean 
effectiveness rating for each of the principal competencies.  Overall, PIP Completers appear 
satisfied with the support provided by their Coaches with mean response to the survey items 
ranging from 3.64 to 3.84.  Also, PIP Completers received effectiveness ratings ranging from 
3.01 to 3.22 (Accomplished).   
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The competencies with the lowest mean effectiveness ratings (3.01) were Competency 1. 
Achievement Focus and Results Orientation, and Competency 2. Instructional Expertise.  The 
competency with the next lowest mean effectiveness rating (3.07) was Competency 5. Problem 
Solving/Strategic Change Management.  The mean response rate on the Induction Survey for 
coaching support related to these three competencies were Item 4. Work with my Coach has 
helped me to positively influence student learning and achievement at my site (3.80), Item 6. I 
can lead my school more effectively as a result of the work with my Coach (3.84), and Item 10. 
HCPS PIP Professional Learning has enhanced my repertoire of strategies (3.64).  PIP 
completers appear to perceive the support provided by their Coaches in these areas favorably;  
performance ratings, however, were the lowest (3.01, 3.07) in these areas.   
Research Question 2. How do the ratings of new principals who completed the Principal 
Induction Program compare to the ratings of veteran principals who did not participate in the 
program? 
The data sources used answer this research question were the de-identified effectiveness 
ratings for the induction program participants (PIP Completers) and the non-induction program 
participants (Veteran Principals) in each of the competencies on the Hillsborough County Public 
Schools Principal Competency Rubric from the 2016-2017 school year. 
Data analysis revealed that PIP Completers had higher overall mean effectiveness ratings 
than Veteran Principals on four of the five competencies of the Principal Competency Rubric 
with mean scores ranging from 3.01 to 3.22 for PIP Completers and 2.96 to 3.13 for Veteran 
Principals.  Veteran principals included in this study had at least 5 years experience; principals 
who were PIP completers had 5 years or less experience.  This is a favorable outcome for the 
program.  The differences in effectiveness ratings between the Veteran Principals and the PIP 
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Completers are small.  In essence data show that the PIP Completers who had 5 years or less 
experience performed as well or better than the Veteran Principals who had at least 5 years 
experience.    
Based on the overall mean effectiveness ratings, Competency 4: Culture and Relationship 
Building had the greatest gap between the two groups (Veteran Principals, 3.13; PIP Completers, 
3.22).  However, more detailed data analysis looking at distribution of effectiveness ratings and 
mean effectiveness ratings for each element within each competency made differences in 
performance more visible.  There are 26 elements on the Principal Competency Rubric.  PIP 
Completers received an average mean effectiveness rating lower than the ratings for Veteran 
Principals on 8 of the 26 elements or 30 %.  Both Veteran Principals and PIP Completers 
received an average rating below 3.0 in 5 of the 26 elements or 19%, with Veteran Principals 
being rated below 3.0 in 7 of the 26 elements overall or 26%.  In other words, the mean 
effectiveness rating for PIP Completers was below 3.0 (Accomplished) in 5 elements and for 
Veteran Principals below 3.0 (Accomplished) in 7 elements.  These elements provide insight into 
areas where additional professional development may be needed: 
Competency 1: Achievement Focus and Results Orientation 
 C. Sets challenging goals.  Demonstrates persistence and overcomes obstacles to achieve  
     goals. (PIP Completers 2.98; Veteran Principals 2.96) 
D. Exhibits a commitment to equity and creates a collective sense of urgency to close    
achievement gaps and prepare all students for college and career success. (PIP    
Completers 2.94; Veteran Principals 2.92) 
Competency 2: Instructional Expertise  
A. Conducts high-quality classroom observations, identifies effective teaching practices,  
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and understands pedagogy that results in improved student learning. (Veteran 
Principals 2.97)  
C. Ensures students master standards by aligning curriculum, instructional strategies, and  
     assessments. (PIP Completers 2.90; Veteran Principals 2.86) 
Competency 3: Managing and Developing People 
A. Provides a clear expectation for staff performance and communicates success and  
     needed improvement regularly. (Veteran Principals 2.99) 
B. Uses multiple methods to evaluate teacher and staff effectiveness and provides timely,  
          targeted, and actionable feedback. (PIP Completers, 2.98; Veteran Principals, 2.96) 
Competency 4: Culture and Relationship Building 
A. Establishes collaborative relationships with internal and external stakeholders to  
     achieve objectives. (Veteran Principals, 2.90) 
Competency 5: Problem Solving and Strategic Change Management 
B. Identifies problems, analyzes root causes, and develops effective strategies to resolve     
         issues. (PIP Completers, 2.96; Veteran Principals, 2.95) 
Research Question 3. What gaps in the content presented in the Principal Induction 
Program are revealed through new principal ratings on the Principal Competency Rubric? 
   Data sources used to answer this question were documents from the Hillsborough 
County Public Schools Leadership Development Department, as well as the analysis presented 
for Research Question 2 in the detailed tables for each competency. 
Data revealed that Competency 1: Achievement Focus and Results Orientation was 
addressed in 7 training sessions, and Competency 2: Instructional Expertise was addressed in 3 
training sessions over the two-year course of study.  Together these two competencies provided 
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10 training sessions in the overall domain of Instructional Leadership.  The overall mean 
effectiveness ratings for both of these competencies was the lowest (3.01) among the five 
competencies in the Principal Competency Rubric.   
The overall domain of Organization/System Leadership included two competencies.  
Competency 5: Problem-Solving and Strategic Change Management was addressed in 6 training 
sessions over the two-year course of study.  The overall mean effectiveness rating for this 
competency was the second lowest (3.07) among the five competencies in the Principal 
Competency Rubric.   Competency 4: Culture and Relationship Building was addressed in 4 
training sessions over the two-year course of study and had the highest overall effectiveness 
rating of 3.22. 
Competency 3: Managing and Developing People was addressed in 4 training sessions 
over the two-year course of study and had an overall effectiveness rating of 3.15.  
A deeper analysis of the training session content was not available from the district.  
Course objectives related to the overall competency, not to the individual elements within each 
competency. 
Discussion in Relation to Literature Reviewed 
 “The principalship today is an exceedingly complex and vital role” (Wright, 2009, p. 2).  
According to the National Policy Board of Education Administration, there is a need for 
principals to be innovative in inspiring others to be creative in their approach to improving 
school and promoting learning (Reston, 2015, p. 1).  Findings from this study showed that the 
second lowest mean effectiveness ratings for PIP Completers (3.07) and Veteran Principals 
(3.06) was in Competency 5: Problem Solving and Strategic Change Management.   
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In element B under competency 5 on the Principal Competency Rubric, both groups 
received a mean rating below 3.0 in the area of root cause analysis.  With the transition of school 
principals from managers to instructional leaders, principals must become habitual is seeking the 
root cause for both instructional and managerial issues.  They must build a collaborative 
leadership approach to get everyone on board to be focused on identifying the why behind issues 
instead of having a ‘knee-jerk’ response to data (Preuss, 2013).       
Klein (2015) observed that with the adoption of No Child Left Behind in 2001, schools 
were under greater pressure to perform.  The focus became closing the achievement gap with 
minority subgroups, students receiving exceptional student services, and students in poverty. “By 
2010, it was clear that many schools were not going to meet NCLB’s achievement targets. As of 
that year, 38 percent of schools were failing to make adequate yearly progress, up from 29 
percent in 2006” (para. “What happened to the 2013-14 school-year deadline for all students to 
be ‘proficient’?”). 
 The Instructional Leadership Domain of the Principal Competency Rubric encompasses 
two competencies:  Competency1: Achievement Focus and Results Orientation, and Competency 
2: Instructional Leadership.  Findings from this study showed that the lowest mean effectiveness 
ratings for the PIP Completers were in these two competencies (3.01 for both).  Additionally, the 
lowest mean effectiveness ratings for the Veteran Principals were also in these two competencies 
(3.01, Competency1; 2.96, Competency 2). 
 “Principals themselves are among the first to agree that they need to be more effectively 
prepared for their jobs” (Hess & Kelly, 2007, p. 3).  According to Trach (2016), coaching 
provides an early intervention to help principals develop early and sustain success.  As Cowie 
and Crawford (2007) indicated, the challenge lies in the design of coaching tailored to meet the 
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individual need of the principal.  Data from the Induction Survey indicated that 98% of the 
induction program participants tended to strongly agree or agree with each of the survey items as 
they relate to the principals’ perception of support provided by the Principal Coaches and 
district.      
In a study by Wright, Siegrist, Pate, Monetti, and Raiford (2009), researchers found that 
there is a need for an induction program for new principals, but it does not need to be 
individualized by academic level (i.e., specific to elementary or secondary education).  It should 
focus on the needs of the principals and include the creation of a professional growth plan and 
collegial observations.  The PIP in HCPS is designed in that way.  Although the sample for this 
study only included elementary principals, the program includes all principals appointed since 
the inception of the program in partnership with the Wallace Foundation in 2011.   
The induction program in HCPS includes 11 courses that align to the Principal 
Competency Rubric which is based on professional leadership standards.  “Professional 
standards define the nature and the quality of work of persons who practice that profession, in 
this case educational leaders” (National Policy Board for Educational Administration, 2015, p. 
2).   
Changing the evaluation system in Hillsborough County Schools was part of the 
requirements of the grant with the Wallace Foundation.  Anderson and Turnbull (2016) found 
that when evaluation is seen as a tool to develop principals and not as a way of continuously 
evaluating them, the results will be more favorable.  The evaluation is based on the principal 
standards.  “The Standards embody a research- and practice- based understanding of the 
relationship between educational leadership.  Improving student learning takes a holistic view of 
the leadership.” (National Policy Board for Educational Administration, 2015, p. 3).  
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While each district had its reasons for participating in the Wallace Foundation Pipeline 
Initiative, “Hillsborough County interviewees emphasized the issue of quality of applicants more 
than the quantity” (Turnbull et al., 2013, p. 7).  The district’s focus was on finding the right fit 
for the job and to recruit candidates early, so they were not acquiring the principal credentials 
without being ready for the position.  This study’s data show that the mean effectiveness ratings 
of the PIP Completers in each of the five competencies included in the PIP course of study were 
above 3.0 (Accomplished).  Data analysis also revealed that PIP Completers had higher overall 
mean effectiveness ratings than Veteran Principals on four of the five competencies of the 
Principal Competency Rubric with mean scores ranging from 3.01 to 3.22 for PIP Completers 
and 2.96 to 3.13 for Veteran Principals. 
Implications of Study 
What was learned from this evaluation of the Principal Preparation Program in HCPS?  
While some program evaluation has been completed through the partnership with the Wallace 
Foundation, no evaluation looked at principal effectiveness ratings of PIP Completers compared 
to Veteran Principals.  Additionally, while the course content in the PIP course of study has been 
reviewed and revised each year, there has not been an analysis of the content in relation to 
principal performance ratings.  Changes to the course content have been based on feedback from 
participants and school district initiatives and priorities. 
First, there needs to be a deliberate focus on the elements of Domain 1 Instructional 
Leadership of the Principal Performance Rubric for all principals.  These areas are critical for 
increasing student achievement as they focus on Instructional Leadership.  Within both groups, 
PIP Completers and Veteran Principals, Competency 1: Achievement Focus and Results 
Orientation and Competency 2: Instructional Expertise received the lowest overall mean 
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effectiveness ratings.  According to the Wallace findings, student achievement data did increase 
in both Reading and Math for schools with a principal pipeline initiative (PPI).  “These schools 
in PPI districts outperformed comparison schools by 6.22 percentile points in reading and 2.87 
percentile points in mathematics three or more years after the placement of a new principal” 
(Baird et al., 2019, p. 39). 
With the Wallace Foundation evaluations looking at the district level only, significant 
increases in student’s achievement in both Reading and Math for the schools included in the 
study is good news.  However, findings of this study suggest that the district needs to look more 
deeply at analysis of the elements within each of the Principal Competency Rubric domains 
where there were ratings under 3.0 (Accomplished).  In addition, the range of overall means of 
effectiveness ratings for both PIP Completers and Veteran Principals was at the low end of 
Accomplished (3.01 to 3.22 for PIP Completers and 2.96 to 3.13 for Veteran Principals). 
Furthermore, the range of overall means of effectiveness ratings for both PIP Completers 
and Veteran Principals was at the low end of Accomplished (3.01 to 3.22 for PIP Completers; 
2.96 to 3.13 for Veteran Principals).  Is ‘Accomplished’ the desired outcome?  Is 
‘Accomplished’ enough for success in our most challenging schools?  What ongoing 
professional development for principals is needed to continue talent development after PIP? 
“Principals are expected to face the demands of the job while meeting botttom line results 
in increased student achievement” (Hess & Kelly, 2007, p. 1).  When we consider the work of 
raising student achievement and decreasing the number of low performing schools in our district, 
strategic planning and innovative practices are imperative.  Hillsborough County Public Schools 
might consider looking deeper into the student achievement data in relation to principal 
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performance ratings to explore gaps in performance in the competencies, down to the individual 
elements.  The district might also look at practices that increase inter-rater reliability. 
A study conducted by the American Institute for Research (Le Floch, Garcia, & Barbour, 
2016) found that principals impact teacher working conditions which directly impacts student 
achievement.  The elements in Competency 4: Culture and Relationship Building within Domain 
2: Human Capital Management indicated the highest average effectiveness ratings in each group.  
It also was the Competency with the greatest gap between overall mean effectiveness ratings 
(Veteran Principals, 3.13; PIP Completers, 3.22).  Both the district (TELL survey used in 
principal evaluation) and the Wallace Foundation (climate survey used in Pipeline evaluation) 
relied on teacher perception data.  The relationship between these perception measures and 
competencies in the Principal Competency Rubric has not been examined. 
Second, a deeper analysis of the PIP course content should be conducted to see which 
course objectives are most aligned to the principal performance ratings by element within the 
competencies.  More focus should be provided in areas that have a mean score below 3.0 
(Accomplished) with the goal of increasing performance to the Exemplary range.  These data 
should be monitored on a yearly basis, and adjustments should be made to the course content 
based on the data trends.  
Third, Hillsborough’s Leadership and Professional Development Division should create a 
strategic system of support for veteran principals in each of the domains that aligns with the 
content presented in the Principal Induction Program.  This content should be delivered to 
veteran principals with follow up on the job coaching to ensure transfer of learning.  Then 
principal performance ratings should be monitored to see if there is a difference in principal 
practice.  Fichtmann, Dana, Tricarico, and Quinn (2009) found that reflective inquiry is needed 
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in professional development. It should be intentional.  Area Leaderships teams should consider 
this when planning for professional development with their area networks.  The district should 
also continue to ‘tap’ strong candidates by mentoring and providing aspiring principal academies 
(Lashway, 2003). 
Finally, since the year of this study, HCPS has moved from a pure coaching program to a 
dual role of supervisor and coach.  That means principal coaches are now principal supervisors 
serving as both evaluator and coach.  As part of a systematic preparation program, coaching is an 
essential component.  Using the research from Anderson and Turnbull (2016), trust is a factor to 
consider when assigning an evaluator as a coach.  It is challenging to admit one’s shortcomings 
to someone who will then evaluate them.  Caution should be taken in ensuring principals have a 
trusting relationship to truly be reflective with their supervisor/coach who also serves as their 
evaluator if the goal is to improve principal performance and sustain high-performing leaders.  
Hillsborough County should monitor the results of principal performance data since the change 
in the principal supervisor role has occurred.  Again, data might identify if there are gaps in the 
manner in which principals are rated or possible errors in inter-rater reliability.   
Lack of a high-quality principal preparation program can be costly in principal turnover 
(Trach, 2016).  Alvoid and Black, Jr. (2014) reported that principals are facing new demands that 
include systems that require them to be instructional leaders and coaches.  Furthermore, Davis, 
Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, and Meyerson (2005) had highlighted the importance of 
developing principals who have “the ability to transform schools into more effective 
organizations that foster powerful teaching and learning for all students” (p. 6).    
This evaluation can contribute to Hillsborough County School District’s ability to make 
improvements to the Principal Induction Program.  The district gathers a lot of data, but in the 
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case of this program, data were not examined at the granular level to determine effects on 
participants.  Reports from the Wallace Foundation focused on the district as the primary unit of 
analysis.  The Foundation was looking for generalizations across districts; their reports were not 
intended to judge the quality of district efforts.  This study may inform Hillsborough County 
School District’s ability to develop a strategic professional learning plan for both new and 
veteran principals based on regular and systematic evaluation of the performance data and 
program content data they regularly gather on the PIP. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
 This program evaluation addressed the year in which grant funds ended.  From that point, 
the district was responsible for sustaining the principal pipeline program on its own.  During the 
2016-2017, each of the eight geographical areas had their own principal coach assigned to the 
area and most specifically to each of the principals in their first and second year as a principal.  
Principal evaluation data could be analyzed each year to determine professional development 
needs of all principals.  The data could be further disaggregated by years in the position to 
compare groups over time.  This may also include a deeper dive into race, gender and preservice 
work to see if there are any trends.   
Currently, principals create goals and a professional development plan that should be 
aligned to the rubric as it relates to their performance, but principals are not consistently held 
accountable to the growth in those areas.  Data could be identified and used to measure the 
effects of principal goal setting with action steps each year.  Records of final evaluation 
conversations could be examined to determine relationship between principal goals, evaluation 
data, and competency elements that need support.  What coaching conversations contributed 
most, or least, to increased competency?   
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This study focused on K-5 elementary school principals.  Principal performance data 
could be analyzed in the same manner for principals at other school levels, such as high school, 
middle, school, career and technical schools for each year of the principal induction program.  
Are there differences in satisfaction with coaching and district support?  Are there differences in 
effectiveness in relation to the Principal Competency Rubric, both competencies and elements?  
Are there gaps in the content of the program of study for these different school levels?   
Third, an anonymous survey might be administered to principals to share their perception 
of the change from Executive Leadership Coaches to Principal Supervisors serving the dual role 
of coach and evaluator to determine principals’ perceptions of the effects of those changes on 
their relationships with their current evaluators.  Looking at differences in the perceptions of 
beginning principals and veteran principals would also be a potential area of interest. 
Concluding Reflection  
 As a current principal in HCPS, I know firsthand the impact of the principal on a school’s 
success.  Principals are held responsible for everything that happens on their campus, but most of 
all, for increased student achievement.  The stakes are high, and pressure to improve continues to 
increase each year.  There is a decrease in teacher applicants and perhaps the same in leader 
applicants.  It is imperative that districts create a support system for leaders to ensure they are 
able to sustain high performance in a supportive environment.  This should be modeled for 
principals, so they are doing the same for their teachers and staff.   
 Recruitment is imperative to selecting, training and hiring potential candidates that will 
meet the high demands of the role.  Leadership is not for everyone, and every leader brings their 
own strengths and experiences with them to the role.  Strengths should be assessed for each 
leader in order to plan a system of support, so principals are able to sustain success in their 
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position and with their school.  Systems leadership should be a focus, so schools maintain their 
performance or improvement as leaders change roles.   
 Having served in the role of principal coach, I know how the confidentiality of the 
relationship between coach and coachee can help to break through barriers that will lead to 
increased performance.  As a site administrator, I value the relationship that my teachers have 
with the coaches on my team.  I never ask them to reveal what they are working on with a 
teacher or what their conversations are about.  The same is true for our district mentors working 
with new teachers.  My conversations with teachers as their principal are very different from 
those that they are having with their coach or mentor.  As an evaluator, you can never turn that 
off as much as you say you are providing support.  During a recent principal meeting, it was said 
that a principal never stops evaluating teachers.  It is written in the teacher evaluation handbook.  
This is true for area leaders working with their principals as well.  With the change in the 
principal coach to principal supervisor, do principals feel comfortable in sharing their 
weaknesses with the supervisor who will in turn evaluate them on their performance? 
 This study allowed me to reflect on the work that I completed as a coach.  Student 
achievement data was analyzed for each school that was in the program as well as individual 
principal performance data and survey results, but new principal evaluation data were never 
compared to veteran principal data to see where new principals fell in comparison. I am 
somewhat surprised that the induction program did not create a wider gap between PIP 
completers and Veteran principals.  Although the learning gap was closed, I would expect to see 
PIP completers performing at a higher level than Veteran principals.  This may be something to 
consider in creating a sustainable support system for principals beyond the two years of work in 
the program to increase performance at a more rapid rate.  HCPS has amazing leaders who care 
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for their students and their staff, but the data used for this study should be analyzed yearly just as 
teacher and student performance data are analyzed.  If school principals’ influence on student 
achievement is second only to the teachers, it should be something that is prioritized and 
supported. 
Opportunities for Advocacy 
The Principal Induction Program was created to increase the quality of leaders in 
Hillsborough County Schools.  It was based upon research using feedback collected along the 
way from several stakeholders, including participants in the program.  As was found in the data, 
the program was effective in shortening the learning curve for new principals, but is that enough?  
The district has reorganized departments several times since the year of this study.  How much of 
that reorganization has been based upon data and results?  How much of that time was spent on 
developing the best candidates for the positions created?  If we look at the results of this study, 
the principal induction program was working.  Instead of revamping the entire program, how can 
it be improved from a strong foundation that was built through the partnership with Wallace?   
The results of this study should be shared with the HCPS Elementary Principal Council to 
allow the leaders to reflect on their growth and development in their practice.  This may lead to 
other groups, such as secondary principals, seeking to have similar data analyzed for their groups 
to see if the same is true for them.  The Superintendent’s Cabinet, the School Board, and the 
Leadership Development Division should be invited to learn about the results, so they too are 
inspired to take action and prioritize the support provided to principals and other school-based 
leaders.  The coach project was created not only to support new leaders in their first years in the 
role, but also as a district leadership pipeline for advancement as district vacancies opened.   
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Since moving back into principalship, I have recognized the need to have trusting 
relationships with colleagues who are focused on supporting one another, not making judgments 
about practice.  It is through these relationships and conversations that I have seen my practice 
grow the most.  I wish I had the opportunity to have a true principal coach, one who was focused 
on supporting my growth as a leader and not someone who will in turn use the information 
gathered from each of our visits as data to support evaluation ratings or to simply show that 
support was provided.  The work of a principal is so vital to a school’s success, and it should be a 
place where leaders are developed for future advancements. 
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APPENDIX A:  INDUCTION IMPACT SURVEY 
 
QUESTION STRONGLY 
AGREE 
AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 
1. MY COACH RESPONDS IN A TIMELY 
MANNER. 
    
2. MY COACH SUPPORTS ME OUTSIDE 
OF MY COACHING VISITS BY 
SENDING ME SUPPORTING 
MATERIALS AND COMMUNICATING 
WITH ME REGULARLY. 
    
3. WORK WITH MY COACH HAS 
HELPED ME TO POSITIVELY 
INFLUENCE TEACHER PRACTICE AT 
MY SITE. (MANAGING AND 
DEVELOPING PEOPLE) 
    
4. WORK WITH MY COACH HAS 
HELPED ME TO POSITIVELY 
INFLUENCE STUDENT LEARNING 
AND ACHIEVEMENT AT MY SITE. 
(ACHIEVEMENT FOCUS AND 
RESULTS ORIENTATION) 
    
5. WORK WITH MY COACH HAS 
HELPED ME TO POSITIVELY 
INFLUENCE THE CULTURE AT MY 
SITE. (CULTURE AND RELATIONSHIP 
BUILDING) 
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6. I CAN LEAD MY SCHOOL MORE 
EFFECTIVELY AS A RESULT OF THE 
WORK WITH MY COACH. 
(INSTRUCITONAL LEADERSHIP AND 
STRATEGIC CHANGE 
MANAGEMENT) 
    
7. MY COACH PROVIDED ME WITH 
RESOURCES AND MATERIALS I 
WOULD HAVE NOT OTHERWISE 
RECEIVED THIS YEAR. 
    
8. MY COACH PROVIDED ME WITH 
EMOTIONAL SUPPORT THAT I 
WOULD HAVE NOT OTHERWISE 
RECEIVED THIS YEAR 
    
9. I AM A MORE EFFECTIVE PRINCIPAL 
NOT THAN I WAS AT THE 
BEGINNING OF THE YEAR BECAUSE 
OF THE COACHING AND 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT I 
RECEIVED THIS YEAR. 
    
10. HCPS PRINCIPAL INDUCTION 
PROGRAM PROFESSIONAL 
LEARNING HAS ENHANCED MY 
REPERTOIRE OF STRATEGIES. 
(STRATEGIC CHANGE 
MANAGEMENT) 
    
11. MY COACH HELPED MOVE ME FROM 
IDEAS/THEORY LEARNED IN 
PROFESSIONAL LEARNING SESSION 
TO IMPLEMENTATION OF 
PRACTICES IN MY SCHOOL. 
CULTURE AND RELATIONSHIP 
BUILDING) 
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12. OVERALL, I AM SATISFIED WITH 
THE COACHING AND SUPPORT I 
WAS PROVIDED THROUGH THE 
HCPS PRINCIPAL INDUCTION 
PROGRAM.  
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